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ABSTRACT 
CAPITAL MAINTENANCE 
FUNDING OF TWO-YEAR COLLEGES 
IN THE TENNESSEE BOARD OF REGENTS SYSTEM 
AND SELECTED FUNDING MODELS 
by
Charles Allen Hurley
The purpose of this study was to determine the 
differences between selected state capital maintenance 
models and the model used in Tennessee. Research questions 
addressed the differences between the other selected models 
and the Tennessee model; the quantitative results of the 
models using data collected from the 14 Tennessee public 
two-year colleges, and the policy issue differences of the 
selected models.
Research involved gathering information for each 
specific selected model including common factors used to 
calculate capital maintenanace needs. Comparisons were made 
of the major components of each model. Actual data from the 
14 Tennessee public two-year colleges was incorporated into 
each model. The quantitative results were then compared.
Research also revealed policy issue differences between the
selected models. These differences were examined.
Results of this study included suggestions for
enhancements to the Tennessee model which would provide more
equitable funding of capital maintenance needs for each 
institution. Other suggestions and conclusions included the 
development of specific training and guidelines for the 
proper completion of model calculations. It was also 
suggested that an awareness campaign be initiated to 
strengthen the funding authority's commitment to the capital 
maintenance problem.
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction
Many challenges that impact higher education 
institutions are directly related to societal changes. A 
decline in traditional student enrollments, an increase in 
nontraditional student enrollments, the expansion and 
development of educational technologies, upgrades to 
scientific equipment, government mandates, funding 
limitations, and plant aging are just a few of these 
challenges resulting from changes in society {Dillow, 1989). 
None of these are more important than the ramifications 
associated with plant aging.
Enrollment in higher education institutions nationwide 
has grown from 2.7 million students in 1950 to over 13.5 
million in the 1989. As a result of this increase in 
students, the number of campuses grew from 1,800 to 3,526 
and the new construction of campus facilities skyrocketed 
from approximately 570 million gross square feet of college 
space in 1950 to over 3 billion groBs square feet in college 
space in 1988 (Rush, 1989; The Chronicle of Higher 
Education, 1991). In 1987, nearly two-thirds of the 
facilities on college campuses were over 20 years old 
(Johnston & Packer, 1987). Campuses are now faced with the 
need for capital maintenance expenditures for facility 
updates, modifications or renovations. Capital maintenance 
relates to projects funded outside the normal budget cycle
1
which extends the life of the facility (Rush/ 1989),
Over the last few years, experts have warned the 
administrators of higher education institutions of the 
critical need of repairs on college campuses, saying that 
the deferment of these capital maintenance expenses would 
make it "increasingly difficult to educate students and 
prepare them for a technological advancing age" (Wiley,
1989, p. 6).
Facilities represent the most expensive capital asset 
owned by most colleges. By 1990, it was estimated that this 
asset would be as high as $300 billion dollars (Schaw,
1989). College administrators are assigned the 
responsibility to protect the assets of their institution. 
Kaiser (1989) referred to this responsibility as 
stewardship. He stated that "stewardship is the core 
responsibility of those elected officials, appointed 
trustees, and current campus administrators to transmit 
knowledge, create scholarship, intellectually prepare 
students, and assure that resources are available to conduct 
an institution's missions" (p. 52).
In an effort to maximize existing resources, many 
colleges have had to reallocate their funds to the most 
pressing areas of need. The demands for increased salaries 
and benefits and increased utility costs are just two 
reasons why colleges have been forced to reduce manpower in 
support areas, defer equipment purchases, reduce library
resources, and postpone plant maintenance (Oreen & Levine, 
1985).
In 1974, the National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES) conducted a survey that indicated that over 20% of 
the college facilities needed some type of remodeling, 
renovation, or demolition (as cited in Rush & Johnson, 1989, 
p. 15). In Opportunity in Adversity. Oreen and Levine 
(1985) stated “Much of the physical infrastructure of the 
nation's campuses was built or updated during the years of 
rapid enrollment increases11 (p. 13). They estimated that 
$50 billion dollars were necessary for renovations to 
American campuses. A more recent need figure of $60 billion 
dollars was presented in a 1989 joint report of the National 
Association of College and University Business Officers 
(NACUBO) and the Association of Physical Plant 
Administrators (APPA) in cooperation with the accounting 
firm of Coopers and Lybrand (Rush, 1989). While privately 
funded institutions seek donations or increase their tuition 
to fund these areas of need, state supported colleges 
request higher appropriations from state legislatures.
In the public higher education systems of Tennessee, 
the University of Tennessee and Tennessee Board of Regents 
systems' capital maintenance budget process begins with the 
campus requests. The requests from TBR colleges are 
submitted to the Tennessee Board of Regents for its 
evaluation and ranking of each project. This information is
then submitted to the Tennessee Higher Education Commission 
(THEC) in conjunction with the requests submitted by the 
University of Tennessee system for its evaluation and 
ranking of each project. The final evaluation of THEC is 
then submitted to the governor for review and approval. The 
governor's budget is then submitted to the Tennessee General 
Assembly for its review.
Other public higher education institutions use 
different approaches to request capital maintenance funds 
for their campuses. A few states have state-appointed local 
boards to govern the colleges by region. Requests for 
capital maintenance projects in these states are submitted 
annually to these boards on a project-by-project basis.
These requests along with regular plant operation costs are 
funded through the use of local tax levies.
Some state's higher education institutions use 
mathematical formulas to request funds for capital 
maintenance projects. These requests are funded through 
state appropriations and are awarded to institutions on a 
percentage basis. Each institution receives a portion of 
the total capital maintenance appropriation. This allows 
the institution to decide which projects have the highest 
priority.
There are a few states which do not have an established 
procedure or method of appropriating funds for capital 
maintenance to their higher education institutions. In
5these states the institutional requests are submitted by 
special requests to the legislature.
Experts are particularly concerned with the two-year 
institutions' ability to adequately maintain their 
facilities with the recent growth of enrollments they have 
experienced (Wiley, 1989). Since 1979, the Tennessee 
legislature has appropriated over $110 million for capital 
maintenance projects at institutions in the Tennessee Board 
of Regents' (TBR) and the University of Tennessee systems. 
From 1986 through 1990 in the TBR system the requests 
originating from the campus level and prioritized by TBR 
were approximately $44 million. Only 23.2% of these 
prioritized requests were for the two-year colleges.
Statement of the Problem 
Although many capital maintenance projects have been 
funded by the Tennessee General Assembly using the capital 
maintenance request model developed by THEC and approved by 
TBR, many requests go unfunded each year, especially at the 
fourteen two-year institutions in the TBR system. With the 
average age of facilities on Tennessee's public higher 
education campuses increasing and the level of unfunded 
requests, the current capital maintenance model does not 
adequately support the needs of the public two-year 
colleges.
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine the 
differences between selected state capital maintenance 
funding models and the model used in Tennessee for funding 
of public two-year college capital maintenance projects.
Research Questions 
1) How do other capital maintenance models differ from the 
model used by TBR? 2) When other modelB are analyzed using 
the data collected from TBR facility information, what are 
the results and how do they compare with the results of the 
TBR model? 3) What policy issue differences exist between 
the selected models?
I
Significance of the Study 
The results of this study will provide a comparison 
between the Tennessee model for public colleges in the 
Tennessee Board of Regents system and other models used to 
request funding for capital maintenance projects. The 
results of this comparison will point out the differences 
between the models and may assist in the development of 
enhancements to the existing model used in Tennessee. It 
will also provide information concerning the development of 
the capital requests that can be helpful in Tennessee 
process. An analysis of these other models may provide 
information that could lead to improvements in the TBR
7model.
Limitations
This research was limited to public two-year higher 
education institutions under the governance of the Tennessee 
Board of Regents. This research considered only selected 
models used to determine allocation needs and not the actual 
funding process of the models.
Definitions
For the purpose of this study it was necessary to 
define terms related to the higher education activities.
The State University and Community College System of 
Tennessee. The Tennessee Board of Regents fTBR) - The TBR 
serves as the governing board for all public higher 
education institutions in the state of Tennessee with the 
exception of those reporting through the University of 
Tennessee system. The TBR system includes six universities, 
14 community colleges, and 26 area vocational-technical 
schools located across the state (T.C.A. 49-8-101, 1972).
Tennessee Higher Education Commission fTHBC) - THEC serves 
as the coordinating board for all institutions of higher 
education in Tennessee including those under the governance 
of TBR, the UT system, and proprietary schools. THEC is
n8
coordinating body for budgetary and capital outlay requests, 
facilities master plans for higher education institutions, 
the need and location of new higher education facilities, 
and approval of new academic and degree programs for both 
TBR and UT (T.C.A, 49-4201, 1967).
Capital Maintenance - A systematic approach to planning and 
budgeting for known future cyclical repair and replacement 
requirements that extend and retain the usable condition of 
campus facilities and systems, to normally contained in 
annual operating budget (Rush, 1991).
Model - An arithmetic equation or process that assists in 
the determination of a desired outcome.
Public Two-Year Colleges - State supported institutions 
usually offering associate degrees designed for transfer to 
a four-year institution, associate of applied science 
degrees, or certificates.
Procedures
The models were obtained from the relevant literature 
and information obtained from higher education boards or 
commissions of selected states. The data necessary for the 
study is public information which is attainable from the 
Tennessee Higher Education Commission and the Tennessee
9Board of Regents. This data was placed in each selected 
model. The results were used to compare the models. Policy 
issue differences were identified by analyzing the 
assumptions and supporting materials available for each 
model.
Data Analysis 
The results obtained from the selected models, using 
Tennessee data for the fourteen two-year public higher 
education institutions, was compared using a computer­
generated spreadsheet. The policy issues differences will 
also be reviewed. The differences resulting from the 
comparisons will be used to determine suggestions that may 
enhance the Tennessee model.
Overview
It has been documented by several researchers, i.e., 
Rush and Johnson (19B9); Kaiser (1989); and Rush (1991), 
that higher education institutions are failing to adequately 
fund capital maintenance for the buildings on their 
campuses. The failure to properly fund these projects or 
the deferment of the capital maintenance projects to a later 
time may be a result of the institutions using a model to 
estimate the need for such expenditures that does not show 
the results in a reasonable and understandable manner. In 
the following chapters, the positive and negative aspects of 
several capital maintenance models will be outlined. The
10
model used in the TBR system will be compared to these other 
models. Results for these model will be generated using the 
data collected from two-year colleges in the TBR system. 
These results will then be evaluated to determine if they 
are different than the results generated by the TBR model.
Chapter two includes a review of the concept of capital 
maintenance. It also includes the models selected for 
review including the Tennessee model. .The models are 
presented and explained and all appropriate formulas are 
presented.
Chapter three explains the model selection criteria.
The details of the data collection is explained including 
the factors that are necessary for proper comparisons. This 
chapter includes the method and sources available for the 
data and the techniques used for the comparisons,
The fourth chapter includes the computational outcomes 
of the quantitative comparisons. Details of this analysis 
will be presented both graphically and in narrative. The 
selected models will also be analyzed for policy issue 
differences.
The fifth chapter includes recommendations to enhance 
the Tennessee model using the results of the quantitative 
comparisons and the policy issue differences, if they are 
warranted. Conclusions concerning capital maintenance are 
also presented. Recommendations for further research are 
also included.
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
In this chapter the concept of capital maintenance is 
explained, presenting various views or perceptions from the 
literature available. The selected capital maintenance 
funding models are presented. Each is explained and 
formulas used are shown. Finally, a summary of each model 
is included that discusses major aspects of the models.
The models used in this chapter reflect a diversity of 
views and methods to determine capital maintenance funding 
needs. These models were chosen because of their diversity 
and attention to the present and/or future needs of college 
campuses in the eastern United States.
Capital Maintenance 
Capital maintenance refers to non-routine repairs and 
replacements of the physical plant of an institution. 
Normally these projects are not included in the annual 
operating budgets of the campus, capital maintenance 
projects usually relate to facility adjustments that have a 
maintenance cycle of more than one year and appreciably 
extend the life of the facility (Rush, 1989). Examples of 
capital maintenance projects are alterations to rectify fire 
code or safety code deficiencies, modifications to improve 
utility systems, repaving, roof repairs, exterior fencing
11
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and lighting, and repairs necessary to restore a facility to 
its former better state {Dunn, 1989). Normally these 
projects would not change the intended use of the facility.
Many other terms are used synonymously with capital 
maintenance. These are plant renovation, plant renewal, and 
space realignment. If capital maintenance needs are not 
totally funded, then these costs accum ate into a category 
called deferred maintenance.
Capital maintenance needs, by their nature, are often 
influenced by such unpredictable factors as weather.
Roofing, pavement, and other systems often are weakened and 
have a shorter life cycle in areas with dramatic seasonal 
changes. What is deemed as adequate capital maintenance 
funding in an area with little or no seasonal climate change 
may be considered a severely restricted budget in another 
region that experiences a wide range of temperatures. An 
attempt was made in the selection of models currently in use 
to choose those that are used in areas with seasonal changes 
similar to ones experienced in Tennessee.
Models
Sherman-Dergis Model
Douglas R. Sherman and William A. Dergis of the 
University of Michigan developed the following theoretical 
model for assessing capital maintenance needs (Sherman & 
Dergis, 1981). By using this formula, Sherman and Dergis
13
could predict an amount should be set aside each year for 
capital maintenance.
Sherman and Dergis recognized that the need for capital 
maintenance had become a priority to the campus. They also 
recognized that the funding authority was quick to divert 
funds from capital maintenance to other pressing situations, 
such as new program development or student services 
activities to cope with enrollment growth. Their goal was 
to develop a model that would be generally applicable to any 
campus facility, easy to understand, simple to apply, self- 
adjusting and reliable (Sherman & Dergis, p. 18). They hoped 
this model would be accepted by a funding authority and that 
capital maintenance funds would be appropriated annually 
automatically.
Specific variables or factors are required by the 
Sherman and Dergis model to generate an accurate outcome. 
These factors are the size or extent of the campus, the 
complexity of each building, and the age and background of 
the buildings. In addition to using these variables,
Sherman and Dergis also identified specific premises which 
would be necessary to complete their formula. Those 
premises must:
1. Be based on construction costs.
2. Reflect current year building values.
3. Recognize that building renewal ought to cost less 
than building replacement.
4. Recognize that older buildings require more 
renewal funds than younger buildings.
5. Reflect the effects of building renewal projects 
already accomplished.
6. Be applied to an entire facility system in an 
actuarial manner, generating a pool of funds to be 
used in major renewal projects (Sherman & Dergis, 
p. 19).
The formulas for this model appear below:
Original Building Current
Construction X Cost = Year
Cost Index Value
Current Adjusted Annual
Year X 2/3 X Building Acte = Appropriations 
Value 1,275 for Capital
Maintenance
Specific variables must be derived in order to complete 
this model. A current year value for each building has to 
be calculated by adjusting the original construction costs 
by a nationally recognized building cost index. Sherman and 
Dergis used an index developed by the Markel Appraisal Chart 
Company of Cincinnati, Ohio, but others are available. If 
the resulting amount for current year building value is more 
than two-thirds of the estimated cost of new construction, 
Sherman and Dergis suggested that replacement should be 
considered.
15
In the next step of the formula the adjusted age for 
each building is required. The adjusted age is calculated 
by dividing the coBt of any renewal project previously 
completed on the building by the maximum renewal cost {two- 
thirds of the current estimated construction costs. This 
percentage is used to reduce the actual age of the building.
This adjusted building age is then divided by 1,275 
(1+2+3+...+50), a constant used by Sherman and Dergis for a 
50-year overall cycle. Sherman and Dergis concluded that 
the average life expectancy of a building is 50 years. The 
sum of the years from 1 to 50 equals 1,275.
Once these variables are determined, the results are 
placed into the Sherman-Dergis formula. The results of the 
current year building value times two-thirds is multiplied 
by the adjusted building age divided by 1,275. The end 
result is the amount which should be set aside each year for 
capital maintenance (Sherman & Dergis, 1981).
To summarize, the Sherman and Dergis model incorporates 
a mathematical formula to estimate annual capital 
maintenance needs for the entire campus. They suggested 
that the formula should not be used for a specific building 
alone. It is not a model that appropriates funds, this is 
the function of the funding authority.
If funds were appropriated as estimated by the formula, 
the campus would receive a pool of funds each year for 
capital maintenance. The pooled funds would be used,
16
Sherman and Dergis suggested, at the campus' discretion for 
capital maintenance projects with the highest priority.
It should be noted that the Sherman and Dergis model 
does not analyze each building component, although these 
components may have different life expectancies than 50 
years. Sherman and Dergis felt that this would complicate 
the computations and make the process unmanageable and hard 
to understand. In addition, the model does not address 
routine custodial and maintenance policies and procedures, 
the nature of the occupancy, the effects of the weather or 
the problems resulting from vandalism.
Hutson-Biadenwea Model
In 1982, R. E. Hutson and F. M. Biedenweg of Stanford 
University developed the following model for forecasting 
future capital maintenance requirements (Hutson & Biedenweg, 
1982).
The first step in the Hutson and Biedenweg was to 
analyze each facility in terms of subsystems. The 
subsystems they chose were foundation and major vertical, 
floor, and roof structures; roofing; exterior cladding; 
interior partitions; interior finishings; elevators; 
plumbing; HVAC-moving; HVAC-static; electrical-moving; 
electrical-static; fire protection; and special equipment 
and miscellaneous. Hutson and Biedenweg explain that 
subsystems must have the following characteristics; an
17
estimatable useful life, available cost and performance 
data, and that the sum of all subsystems equal the total 
cost of all parts of the facility that could wear out.
The next step involved the classification of each 
building by building types. Hutson and Biedenweg concluded 
that based of this similarity of subsystems in the building 
that there were five categories. These categories were 
patient care; high intensity laboratories; library, office, 
classroom, low intensity laboratories, and athletics; 
residential; and miscellaneous. The age and square footage 
of each building was also detailed in these categories.
From published building construction guides, Hutson and 
Biedenweg determined an average cost of renewal for each 
subsystem. These amounts were calculated on a cost per 
square foot basis.
Hutson and Biedenweg concluded that the most invaluable 
variable was the estimated life expectancy of the subsystem. 
Therefore, the final analysis was presented in three 
different scenarios: pessimistic life expectancy, likely 
life expectancy, and optimistic life expectancy.
From the data collected, the mathematical process 
began. Hutson and Biedenweg predicted the capital 
maintenance needs could be projected by subsystems for each 
building. From this model, Hutson and Biedenweg predicted 
the funds needed to maintain the facilities. By using the 
three scenarios, they also were able to prepare requests
IB
which evened out the demands by recommending specific 
projects such as maintenance on special equipment in years 
different than roof renewal (Hutson & Biedenweg, 1982).
There was no particular formula associated with the 
Hutson and Biedenweg model.
To summarize, the Hutson-Biedenweg model is classified 
as a predictive instrument to assist campus officials 
recognize the capital maintenance needs, estimate the costs, 
and plan for these expenditures. The process, after the 
variables are predicted or estimated is mathematical. The 
facility information necessary for this model was difficult 
to determine without a tremendous amount of effort. This 
model did not suggest that periodic reviews of these 
facilities take place.
Hutson and Biedenweg did not explain the outcomes or 
effects if all of the annual funds requested were not 
forthcoming. They suggested that the model be used only as 
a predictive technique to assist in the preventative 
maintenance area and as method to make top administrators 
aware of the deferred maintenance or capital maintenance 
problem.
Phillips1/State of Alabama Model
Cushing Phillips, Jr., assistant director of facilities 
of the Alabama Commission on Higher Education, developed a 
method to estimate the funds that would be required for
19
facilities renewal at a college campus (Phillips, 1986).
This model was developed using the concepts presented in 
both the Sherman-Dergis model and the Hudson-Biedenweg 
model. The development of the model was an effort to 
present overwhelming evidence to the legislature of Alabama 
that rational procedures for capital renewal funding should 
be adopted. This model was adopted by the state legislature 
beginning with the 1985-86 fiscal year.
This process of calculation was developed because it 
had become very difficult for institutions to maintain 
accurate cost data of specific projects (Phillips, 1986). 
This difficulty was the result of two separate types of 
activities. The institutions were unable to perform 
detailed site inspection frequently enough to prepare 
funding requests, in addition, because of these infrequent 
detailed site inspections, the facilities had potential of 
deteriorating below an acceptable level.
Phillips' plan was to develop a model that allocated 
funds annually for renewal renovations. In addition, the 
presented an amount necessary to fund the renovation 
backlog.
Phillips determined that each building is composed of 
subsystems. Some of these subsystems, such as the 
foundation, exterior walls, and plumbing last as long as 50 
years. Other subsystems, like the roof, have life 
expectancies around 25 years. This assumption allowed
20
Phillips to use replacement cost data provided by the Dodge 
Construction Costs System or the Means Building Construction 
Costs Data, both construction industry guides. These guides 
provide replacement cost data per square foot for all types 
of construction. Replacement costs for mechanical or 
electrical renovation in projects are not calculated in this 
model. This results in a more conservative estimate of 
repair cost.
The renewal allowance for 25 year systems is calculated 
by dividing the building age by the sum of the years of the 
system (1 + 2 + 3 + ...+25 = 325). This result is then
multiplied by the replacement cost derived for these 
systems. Phillips' renewal allowance formula can be shown 
as follows:
The 50 year system allowances are calculated in the 
same manner, using the sum of 50, rather than 25, as the 
divisor. The totals of these two calculations provide a 
prediction of the amount of funds required to maintain the 
building for that particular year.
Phillips concluded that the facility renewal backlog is 
the total annual renewal allowance for a building since the
Renewal 
Allowance 
for 25 Year 
System
Building
Aae
(1+2+3+4....+25 = 325)
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building was completed. Obviously, the older the building, 
the higher this backlog total will be. In order to make 
these calculations more palatable for legislators, Phillips 
provided an adjustment to the building age.
The data elements necessary to calculate the adjusted
age for a building are the number of years since the last
renovation, the age of the building, and the percentage of
the building renovated. The calculation takes the
percentage of the building renovated, multiplied by the
number of years since the renovation, plus the percentage of
the unrenovated building, multiplied by the building age.
Percentage Percentage
Adjusted of Number of Age
Age - Building X Years Since + (Jnrenovated X of 
Renovated Renovation Building Bldg.
This calculation is done for both 25 and 50 year 
systems. The result adjusts the actual age of the building 
downward, supporting the theory that renovation extends the 
life expectancy of a building (Phillips, 1986).
To summarize, the Phillips model presented the process 
in a logical and mathematical manner. After the initial 
site inspection and variable assignments, the process was 
more managable. The model was presented in a clear and 
understandable way. Because of their clarity, the outcomes 
could be persuasive during budget timeB.
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Phillips stated that this model should not be used to 
estimate specific capital maintenance projects. Although 
the model was flexible, the specifics of individual projects 
might not fall into this predictive mold. Since the site 
inspection was initially performed, the elapsed time could 
result in inaccurate outcomes.
Bareither-Fuller\State of Kentucky Model
In 1975 the Kentucky Council of Higher Education 
adopted a model developed by H.D. Bareither and William S. 
Fuller to estimate the annual amounts needed by Kentucky 
public higher education institutions for capital maintenance 
(Bareither & Fuller, 1979). This model is a mathematical 
process which involves specific factors and details for each 
campus facility and their components. This model was used 
by Kentucky until 1984 when a new process was adopted. The 
new process involves periodic audits of each facility and 
individual requests to be submitted by project.
Although a new process has been adopted, the Bareither 
and Fuller model is included in this study, because it has 
been used and accepted as a viable model. The initial stage 
of this model involves the classification of each type of 
space and how it is used (i.e. classroom, laboratory, 
office, study, special use, general use, support, and 
unclassified).
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Other factors necessary are the amount of gross square 
feet for each building, the net assignable square feet for 
each building, the life expectancy for each component of the 
facility. These variables were calculated by Bareither and 
Fuller, therefore reducing the complexity of the model for 
the campuses.
Bareither and Fuller evaluated each building component 
for each facility. A cost or renewal of each component was 
derived by analyzing three separate building construction 
studies. They also developed the expected life expectancy 
of each component. It was Bareither and Fuller's conclusion 
that the normal useful life of a building was approximately 
50 years with one-third of the building having an infinite 
life. Therefore, Bareither and Fuller concluded that over a 
period of 100 years a building would have to be completely 
renovated at least twice.
After accumulating this data, Bareither and Fuller 
developed the following formula:
Multiplier 
ASF X Factor GSF X $/GSF
- annual capital maintenance need
ASF
GSF
Multiplier Factor 
$/GSF
net assignable square feet 
gross square feet 
GSF/ASF + building volume 
calculation derived by 
Bareither and Fuller. This 
factor is adjusted annually 
due to inflation. Bareither
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and Fuller suggested at least 
18 per month (Bareither & 
Fuller, p. 64-66).
To summarize, the Kentucky model developed by Bareither 
and Fuller provided an estimate of annual capital 
maintenance funds needed to maintain facilities for 
efficient and functional operations. The majority of the 
factors necessary for the completion of this mathematical 
computation were performed by Bareither and Fuller using 
national data. The final calculations could be performed at 
the campus level or at some higher administrative level.
State of Louisiana Model
The Louisiana Board of Regents1 system has adopted an 
allocation method for estimating the funds necessary to keep 
both their universities and two-year college facilities in 
good operating order. The Louisiana model provided a method 
to calculate the renewal allowance for each campus building. 
The allowance derived through the model projects the amount 
of funds which should be appropriated each year for renewal 
and renovation of the physical plant.
The information regarding the Louisiana model was 
provided by Richmond Griswold, assistant commissioner for 
facilities planning with the Louisiana Board of Regents 
(Louisiana Board of Regents, 1990). The data elements 
necessary to perform the calculations in this model are the 
building age, building size in gross square feet, years
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since last renovation, percent of renovation, and the 
replacement costs.
This model assumes that approximately 30% of a building 
does not deteriorate. Using this assumption, a standard 
replacement cost table is provided to each campus. The 
State of Louisiana has also made the assumption that the 
life expectancy of a building is 50 years.
The age of a building is also adjusted with relation to 
the date and extent of the last renovation performed. The 
adjustment reflects the consensus that each time a building 
is substantially renovated, the life of the building is 
extended.
In addition, the Louisiana model is only applied to 
those buildings involved with academic and support 
functions. Auxiliary buildings supporting dormitories, 
athletics, cafeterias, and student unions are excluded. 
Renovation funds for these excluded areas are generated 
through student fees.
The formula for calculation renewal allowance in the 
State of Louisiana model and an example are shown below:
Renewal Adjusted Building Life Replacement
Allowance = Sum of the Digits of X Cost
Years of Life Expectancy
Example: Building A
Building Age: 35 years
Years Since Last Renovation: 8
Percent Renovated: 50%
Building Size (gross square feet): 60,000
Replacement Cost: $80/square foot
26
Renewal 
Allowance - 
for 
Building A
Adjusted Age 
Since 
Age)
Adjusted Age 
Renewal
Allowance = 21.5 X 0.7 X $80/GSF X 60,000 GSF = $56,659 
for 1,275
Building A
A similar formula is used by each institution to 
calculate a renewal allowance for the campus utility system. 
The results of these two formulae are submitted with their 
documentation to the Louisiana State Board of Regents. A 
percentage is calculated from the total for each campus.
This percentage is then used to determine what part of the 
total appropriated funds will be allocated to each campus.
To summarize, the Louisiana model and its variables are 
generated through the central administrative areas of the 
state. The campus facilities were not required to be 
inspected during the process. Of course, if funds were 
appropriated as the model suggested, the campus would be 
responsible for this type of activity in order to establish 
institutional priorities.
The renewal backlog formula presented the capital 
maintenance problems very adequately. These amounts of
Adjusted Ace 70ft Academic
(1+2+3+..+.50) X Replacement X and
Cost per Support
Square Foot GSF
= (Renovation Fraction X (Years
Renovation + Unrenovated Fraction X
= (0.5 X 8) + (0,5 x 35) = 21.5 years
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required needs were very high and would possibly be shocking 
to a state legislature.
The Ohio State University Model
Jack Probasco, a facilities planner at The Ohio State 
University, assisted in the development of a model to 
calculate the annual renewal and renovation funds necessary 
to maintain the functionality of the campus facilities 
(Probasco, 1991). This model was a result of almost twenty 
years of research of available models and simple trial and 
error.
Although the university aspired to keep precise 
information pertaining to campus facilities, the campus was 
too large to maintain the factors on a reasonably current 
basis. The model now being used calculates the annual 
renewal costs necessary, based on the expected useful life 
of each building component and the replacement cost.
Buildings are classified into groups according to each 
building*s primary function. Then each building type is 
subdivided into as many as 20 separate components or 
subsystems. This breakdown coincides with information 
provided by the Construction Specifications Institute.
After determining the appropriate subsystem for each 
building type, the subsystems are assigned a percentage 
according to prior renovation costs incurred by the 
university. Two other factors are also assigned to these
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components: the expected useful life and the percent of the 
component that is expected to need replacement.
Once these three factors have been determined for each 
subsystem, the university can calculate an annual cost per 
replacement dollar. The formula multiplies the percentage 
of replacement cost for each component by the percentage of 
that component that is anticipated to need replacement.
This total is then divided by the expected useful life of 
that component. By adding these subsystem totals together, 
the university derives the annual cost per replacement 
dollar for that particular type of building (Probasco, p. 
37).
If this cost per replacement dollar is multiplied by 
the estimated replacement value of the building and then 
divided by the gross square feet of the building, a price 
per square foot can be calculated. This result is 
multiplied by the formula age of each building, which is 
normally 60 years for most campus facilities. The formula 
age is adjusted, however, if the building has undergone 
extensive renovation in the past. If this has occurred, the 
age is adjusted downward by the numbers of years since the 
renovation occurred.
Replacement % of Component 
Cost for X That Needs = TOTAL = Component
Each Replacement Expected Useful Total
Component Life of Component
Component Total is calculated for each component, then
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Total of 
All Components 
In a Subsystem
Annual Cost 
Per Replacement 
Dollar for Type of Building
Annual Cost
Per Replacement X
Dollar for
Type of Building_____
Estimated Replacement
Value 
of the 
Building Price Per 
Square FootGross Square Feet of Building
Price Per 
Square Foot
X Formula 
Age - normally 60 years
The campus infrastructures, which include primary 
electrical systems, streets, water mains, and sewer mains, 
are also examined by a similar formula. The estimated 
replacement values are estimated on a per linear foot basis 
(Probasco, p. 38-39).
Using this model, the university has determined that 
they will need approximately $3.00 per gross square foot to 
maintain the campus facilities properly. They are careful 
to say that these estimates do not include major 
rehabilitation projects such as conversion of a building's 
use. In addition, the university continues to perform 
building audits to maintain the accuracy of building 
condition records.
The Ohio State University uses this model to justify 
renovation requests to their governing board and 
legislators. It is also used as part of their overall 
strategic plan.
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To summarize/ the model used by Ohio State University 
took over 20 years to develop. Many other strategies were 
used during this time frame with varying success. The model 
requires a vast amount of cost data to be maintained on each 
building by component and requires periodic facility audits 
to be performed in order to keep the data current and 
justifiable.
State of Tennessee Model
In 1978/ the Tennessee Higher Education Commission 
(THEC) developed a plan for surveying all public higher 
education physical facilities based on Kaiser's work done in 
1978 (Kaiser/ 1989). Starting in 1979, this survey has 
been completed every five years (1979, 1984, 1989).
The inventory or survey is completed for each building 
on each campus of public higher education campuses in 
Tennessee. The forms are submitted to the campus 
representatives assigned this responsibility at a planning 
and information meeting in the spring of the survey year. 
These forms are completed by the campus representative, 
usually the facilities coordinator or the physical plant 
administrator, after an extensive audit of the facilities. 
Each aspect of the building is ranked on a scale of 0 to 10. 
On a designated date, the campus is visited by as assigned 
team consisting of representatives from THEC, TBR, the UT 
system, and the Tennessee Department of Finance and
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Administration, This team performs a walk-through audit of 
each campus building and ranks the facilities on the same 0 
to 10 scale, with adjustments being considered for statewide 
and systemwide consistency. The final report includes the 
campus ranking, for future reference, the committee ranking, 
and an overall building ranking. This document is 
maintained by TBR, UT, and THEC for resource material to 
assist in evaluating the capital maintenance requests 
submitted for approval.
This facility survey addresses the areas of electrical, 
mechanical, plumbing, internal systems, external systems, 
conveyance systems, and parking lots of each building. It 
also addresses environmental issues such as asbestos, 
handicapped accessibility, and overall health and safety 
concerns. The results of the survey assists the campus 
representatives prepare the capital maintenance requests 
over the next five years. The requests are prepared for 
specific projects with accompanying data on estimated cost 
and final ranking on the last survey. While actual funding 
of specific projects rests with governing boards, 
coordinating agencies, and government officials, it remains 
the responsibility of each institution to create, review, 
modify, and develop funding requests based on current and 
anticipated needs.
To summarize, the Tennessee model is not mathematically 
based. It involves a complete audit by the institution on
each building by component. This audit is reviewed and 
substantiated by a joint committee of officials who visit 
each campus and perform a walk-through audit. The results 
of these audits are used by TBR and THEC in reviewing each 
campus request for capital maintenance. The specific 
requests generated at the campus level are subjective based 
on the derived needs. Each request is for a particular 
project with cost estimates provided by the campus. It 
should be noted that if the project is funded, the funds 
received must be used for the project. In fact, the funds 
are held and expended at the state level to the contractors.
Overview
The concept of capital maintenance is explained 
including examples of projects usually classified within 
this concept. Other phrases such as plant renewal, space 
realignment, and plant renovation are considered within the 
capital maintenance definition for the purposes of this 
study.
The selected models are explained and formulas are 
presented where appropriate. Two models, the Hutson- 
Biedenweg model and the Tennessee model, did not have a 
specific formula. The Hutson-Biedenweg formula would be 
similar to the formula provided in the Phillips model. The 
Tennessee model is not a mathematical model and information 
is not generated through the use of a formula.
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The Tennessee model is the only model which is not 
mathematically generated. The results of this model are 
developed through on-site reviews of each campus. The 
requests for capital maintenance in Tennessee are presented 
by project and are based on this review. The Tennessee 
model is the only model selected which supports specific 
projects. All of the other models generate results that are 
for the entire campus.
The Sherman-Dergis model, Hutson-Biedenweg model, 
Phillips model, State of Louisiana model and the Ohio State 
Model generate results that relate to the needs for capital 
maintenance for the campus facilities as a whole. Results 
from all of these model, except the Hutson-Biedenweg model, 
are presented to the appropriate state legislature and funds 
are appropriated for each campus on a percentage basis.
The Sherman-Dergis model and the Hutson-Biedenweg model 
are presented and explained as theoretical models. The 
Sherman-Dergis model has been adopted by the state higher 
education systems of New Mexico, Arizona, and Virginia.
Specific tasks associated with the capital maintenance 
projects approved through the Tennessee model are performed 
on each campus through a coordinated effort by several state 
agencies. Work performed on capital maintenance projects on 
the campuses in the states using the other models is under 
the supervision of the campus involved. Once the allocation 
of state funds is made to these campuses, the projects
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selected is based on the priorities of the individual 
campus. This gives these campuses more autonomy for project 
selection than the Tennessee model provides.
None of the models selected address the routine 
custodial, maintenance, or preventive maintenance policies 
and procedures in place. In addition, they do not discuss 
the effects of environmental conditions, such as weather, in 
their models.
All of the models selected, except the Sherman-Dergis 
model, review and analyze the subsystems of the campus 
facilities. Some of these reviews are more detailed than 
others. The Tennessee model is the only model that 
prescribes a specific time frame for facility and subsystem 
reviews or audits. These reviews are performed in Tennessee 
every five years. Up-to-date information regarding the 
campus facilities is difficult to maintain and should be 
reviewed by the campus on a regular basis. If this task is 
not performed, the process of capital maintenance project 
selection would be flawed. Any model used should be 
flexible to consider changes in campus conditions which may 
occur between facility reviews. The Tennessee model 
contains this flexibility, but information concerning the 
other models selected was not clear in the area.
There are several methods of determining capital 
maintenance needs on college campuses. Only six selected 
models are reviewed in the study. The next chapter presents
the process used for the model selection. It also includes 
sections involving the collection of appropriate data 
necessary for this study and the computational procedures 
that will be performed.
Chapter 3 
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
There were three research objectives for this study.
The first was to compare the funding model for capital 
maintenance in the Tennessee public two-year colleges with 
other selected models. The second objective was to compare 
the results derived when data from Tennessee two-year 
colleges was used in these selected models. The third 
research objective was to examine the policy issue 
differences that may exist surrounding the models selected.
Model Selection
The capital maintenance policies for all fifty state 
were examined. Nineteen states did not use a specific model 
or formula to calculate their capital maintenance 
appropriations (NACUBO, 1992). Seven states used models 
similar to Tennessee. Capital maintenance projects in three 
states were funded through local tax levies and projects in 
one state were funded by state tax levies. Two states did 
not have a system of community colleges.
Six states examined used mathematical computations to 
appropriate capital maintenance funds to their community 
colleges. These were very simple calculations based on 
percentages of total appropriations or the gross squares 
feet of each campus. These states' capital maintenance
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formulas did not have the complex frame work of the models 
selected.
One state had just begun their community college system 
in 1989, so no particular formula or model had been 
developed. The processes used for capital maintenance 
funding in three states could not be determined.
Three of the models selected are from states in the 
southeastern United States (e.g. Louisiana, Kentucky, and 
Alabama). The Ohio State University model was also chosen. 
The Sherman-Dergis model and the Hutson-Biedenweg model were 
selected as theoretical models presented by the National 
Association of College and University Business Officers and 
the Association of Physical Plant Administrators as 
applicable to any state campus situation. Since the 
development of the Sherman-Dergis model, it has been adopted 
by the state higher education systems of New Mexico,
Arizona, and Virginia (NACUBO, 1992).
The specific data used in the comparison of these 
models was collected for all two-year colleges in the TBR 
system. The results are applicable only to two-year public 
higher education institutions in Tennessee.
Collection of Data
The capital maintenance funding models used in the 
comparisons have been explained in the previous chapter.
The specific components of these models have been added to
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the data list to be collected. Since the data being sought 
is considered a public record in the state of Tennessee, 
access to the required information is only procedural.
The required information will be gathered from two 
sources. These sources are the Tennessee Board of Regents 
and the Tennessee Higher Education Commission. Supporting 
documents and direct communications with personnel at state 
higher education boards or commissions will be used to 
generate data related to policy issues.
Computational Procedures
In order to compare the different funding models, the 
data collected will be appropriately placed into each model, 
except for the Hutson and Biedenweg model which did not 
contain a specific formula. This will be done through the 
use of a computer spreadsheet program. The results will be 
compared with the results of the Tennessee capital 
maintenance funding model.
Summary
The existence of accurate capital maintenance funding 
models for college campuses is imperative. State governing 
boards, state coordinating boards, and the top 
administration of any campus must be able to assess the 
capital maintenance needs of the campus in order to make 
good funding recommendations and decisions. All requests 
for capital maintenance funding cannot be approved in any
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one year, but with accurate models, planning can occur for 
future funding cycles.
In the next chapters, comparisons will be made between 
the Tennessee capital maintenance funding model and the 
other selected models. In addition, by incorporating data 
collected for Tennessee's 14 two-year colleges into these 
models, comparisons can be made. Each model selected has 
been influenced by state or institutional policy issues. 
These policy issues impact the adoption and application of 
the model, as well as the allocation of funds or the timing 
of the funding. These issues will be discussed with 
relation to their impact on the capital maintenance needs of 
each system.
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Chapter 4 
DATA REVIEW
Introduction
The intent of this study was to focus on three specific 
research questions. The initial research question examined 
the differences between the other selected capital 
maintenance models and the Tennessee model. The second 
research question examined the quantitative results of the 
models using Tennessee data collected from the 14 public 
two-year colleges. Finally, the third research question 
examined the policy issue differences that exist between the 
selected models.
Differences in Capital Maintenance
From the information gathered, each of the models 
examined was developed to provide supportive information 
relating to their capital maintenance funding annual 
requests. These models were primarily based on quantitative 
base data and presented in a format that could be easily 
understood by the funding authorities. A comparison of the 
base data factors of these models is presented on Table 1.
Each of the models reviewed suggested the importance of 
a facility audit. This audit entailed a close examination 
of each aspect of a campus. The intent of the audit was to 
obtain necessary information concerning the existing 
condition of each campus component and to determine areas
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Table 1
Comparison of Base Data Factors for Each of the Selected Models
Base Data Factors
Model
Sherman*
Dergis
Model
Hutson-
Biedenweg
Model
Phillips'
Model
Louisiana
Model
Ohio
State
Model
Kentucky
Model
Tennessee
Model
A. Facility Audit yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
t. Frequency periodic' periodic* periodic* periodic* periodic* periodic* every five years
2. Format Specified no no no no no no yes
3. Audit Participants not specified not specified not specified not specified not specified not specified specified'
B. Facility Inventory yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
1. Building Age yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
2. Type of Building yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
3. Use yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
4. Primary Function yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
5. Major Systems yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
6. Original Cost yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
7. Replacement Cost yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Construction Cost yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
8. Gross Squart Feet yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
9. Subsystems no yes no no yes yes no
10. Assignable Square Feet no no no no no yes yes
11. Existing Condition yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
12. Background/History yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
C. Building Life Expectancy 50 years 50 years 50 years 50 years GO years 50 years no
D. Renovatable Space 2/3 2/3 2/3 2/3 2/3 2/3 no
E. Infinite Life Space 1/3 1/3 1/3 1/3 1/3 1/3 no
F. Mathematical Model yes no yes yes yes yes no
G. Outcomes annual annual annual annual annual annual special
projections projections projections projections projections projections projects
'Models suggesting periodic facility audits did not indicate a specific time frame for the performance of the audit
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that were in need of repair. The Tennessee model was the 
only model to specify the frequency of this facility audit. 
While the other models suggested a periodic timetable for 
the performance of the facility audit, the Tennessee model 
suggested an audit be performed every five years. The 
Phillips' model suggested that site inspections could not be 
completed frequently enough to get specific project funding 
before the facility fell below acceptable standards. In 
addition, the Tennessee model was the only model to suggest 
a format for performing the facility audit and suggest 
specific personnel who should participate in this activity, 
Bach of the models examined, except the Tennessee 
model, suggested that the funding requests be developed to 
produce results showing the annual renewal costs for each 
campus. To present this information each model suggested 
the campuses generate and maintain a facilities inventory. 
All of the models concurred with the basic inventory 
components. These were the age of each building, the type 
and function of each building, the building use, the primary 
function of each building, the major building systems, the 
original construction cost, the estimated replacement cost, 
the gross square feet, and the net assignable square feet of 
each building. The Ohio State model, Kentucky model, and 
the Hutson-Biedenweg model further suggested the building 
systems be defined by their subsystems. The Tennessee model 
and the Kentucky model also suggested the net assignable
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square feet be inventoried.
All of the models suggested that the facility audit and 
the facilities inventory would give the funding authorities 
information concerning the history and background of each 
building and documentation pertaining their current 
condition. The models were consistent in suggesting that 
each funding request be developed and presented using 
current construction cost data from recognized available 
sources. Tennessee's model was the only model examined in 
which the results or funding requests related to specific 
projects. All of the other models' results/ except the 
Hutson-Biedenweg model, suggested annual appropriations for 
each campus based on mathematical formulae. These annual 
appropriations were not related to specific projects and 
could be carried over from one fiscal year to the next. 
Although the Hutson-Biedenweg model did not present a 
mathematical formula to develop funding requests, it 
presented a basis of review to be used as a predictive 
instrument to make the funding authorities more aware of the 
serious need of capital maintenance funds for the higher 
education institutions.
Those models that used mathematical formulae utilized 
the base data obtained from the facilities inventory for 
each campus and assumptions relating to the life expectancy 
of a building and the percentage of a building that can be 
renovated. These models used a life expectancy of building
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systems of 50 years, except for the Ohio State model that 
used a life expectancy of 60 years. It was suggested in the 
Kentucky model that over a period of 100 years a building 
would be completely renovated two times. All of these 
models agreed that only two-thirds of a building can be 
renovated and that the remaining one-third had an infinite 
life.
Comparisons of Funding Patterns for Selected Models
In order to compare the quantitative results of the 
models selected, data from the Tennessee 14 public two-year 
institutions were incorporated into each model with the 
exception of the Hutson-Biedenweg model which did not 
provide a mathematical formula. (See Appendices A-E).
Table 2 was developed showing a summary of the results 
generated from this exercise.
The information on Tennessee institutions was 
obtained from the Tennessee Board of Regents and the 
Tennessee Higher Education Commission. This information was 
obtained primarily from the facilities inventory data 
compiled annually by the Tennessee Board of Regents for each 
two-year institution.
Each of the models' results shown on Table 2, except 
for the Tennessee model, was calculated assuming full 
funding of each model. A comparison of all of the results 
shows the funding from the Tennessee model to be the lowest
Table 2
Comparisions of the Quantitative Results of the Models Using Tennessee Data
Model
Tennessee Institutions
Sherman-
Dergis
Model
Phillips'
Model
Louisiana
Model
Ohio
State
Model
Kentucky
Model
Tennessee
Model
Chattanooga State 
Technical Community College $ 317.400 $ 317,400 $ 333,005 $ 775,938 $ 341,038 $ 0
Cleveland State Community College 302,500 302,500 316,592 608,843 268,812 331,000
Columbia State Community College 245,900 245,900 257,493 451,575 203,609 0
Dyersburg State Community College 127,200 127,200 133,368 299,578 120,428 0
Jackson State Community College 224,300 224,300 235,084 399,106 191,559 52,000
Motlow State Community College 149,400 149,400 156,621 355,856 162,427 56,000
Nashville State Technical Institute 155,100 155,100 162,670 509,765 213,438 0
Northeast State Technical 
Community College 88,742 88,742 84,400 317,817 143,009 0
Pellissippi State Technical 
Community College 165,700 165,700 173,884 652,870 284,821 145,000
Roane State Community College 170,900 170,900 179,318 577,948 309,418 438,000
Shelby State Community College 237,700 237,700 249,460 813,217 296,685 0
State Technical Institute at Memphis 210,400 210,400 220,688 693,426 296,294 0
Volunteer State Community College 205,700 205,700 215,388 496,508 210,075 270,000
Walters State Community College 219.100 219.100 229.866 589.610 255.607 286.000
Totals 32,820,042 $2,820,042 $2,947,837 $7,472,057 $3,297,220 $1,578,000
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with $1,578,000 for the Tennessee institutions while the 
Ohio State model would have resulted in the highest amount 
of funding ($7,472,057).
Table 3 reflects the results of each model using the 
data obtained from each Tennessee institution. These 
results are presented in rank order based on the outcomes of 
each model calculation.
Examining the factors required in the selected models 
with mathematical formulae, four components included in the 
basic inventory were most frequently used. These major 
components were: (1) the gross square feet; (2) net 
assignable square feet; (3) the average campus age; and (4) 
the current replacement cost. In each model, except the 
Tennessee model, two of these four major components were 
used to generate the results as seen in Appendices A-E.
Table 4 shows the values of these four major components from 
the 14 two-year institutions. In addition to these values 
for each college, a ranking has been assigned for each of 
the four components. These rankings are presented with the 
number one (1) being assigned to the highest value for each 
component.
Generally the rankings based on these four major 
components as seen on Table 4 did not correspond to the 
model outcome rankings as seen in Table 3. However, the 
rankings based on the replacement cost component and the net 
assignable square feet did correspond with the Ohio State
Table 3
Rankings of Institutions bv Funding Level Generated bv Each Funding Model
Model
Tennessee Institutions
Sherman-
Dergis
Model
Phillips’
Model
Louisiana
Model
Ohio
State
Model
Kentucky
Model
Tennessee
Model
Chattanooga State 
Technical Community College 1 1 1 2 1 11
Cleveland State Community College 2 2 2 5 6 2
Columbia State Community College 3 3 3 10 10 11
Dyersburg State Community College 13 13 13 14 14 11
Jackson State Community College 5 5 5 11 11 7
Motlow State Community College 12 12 12 12 12 6
Nashville State Technical Institute 11 11 11 8 8 11
Northeast State Technical 
Community College 14 14 14 13 13 11
Pellissippi State Technical 
Community College 10 10 10 4 5 5
Roane State Community College g 9 9 7 2 1
Shelby State Community College 4 4 4 1 3 11
State Technical Institute at Memphis 7 7 7 3 4 11
Volunteer State Community College 8 8 8 9 9 4
Walters State Community College 6 6 6 6 7 3
Table 4
Rankings (with Raw Datat of Each Institution on the Four Maior Funding Model Components
Major Components
Tennessee Institutions
Gross
Square
Feet Rank
Replacement
Cost Rank
Assignable
Square
Feet Rank
Average 
Age of 
Campus Rank
Chattanooga State 
Technical Community College 424,494 1 $ 32,634,372 1 280,146 1 15.583 10
Cleveland State Community College 340,931 6 26,122,976 5 220,438 6 18.563 4
Columbia State Community College 241,716 10 19,425,569 10 166,834 10 20.333 3
Dyersburg State Community College 143,355 14 10,599,694 14 99,707 14 23.000 2
Jackson State Community College 234,399 11 17,832,338 11 159,518 11 23.250 1
Motlow State Community College 201,750 12 14,927,145 12 134,267 12 16.417 7
Nashville State Technical Institute 263,937 9 20,715,772 9 180,404 8 17.000 5
Northeast State Technical 
Community College 183,628 13 13,570,408 13 120,861 13 13.789 11
Pellissippi State Technical 
Community College 380,019 3 30,398,740 3 236,819 5 10.875 14
Roane State Community College 344,077 5 24,267,195 6 251,953 3 13.300 13
Shelby State Community College 402,354 2 31,034,460 2 246,225 4 15.875 9
State Technical Institute at Memphis 372,705 4 30,305,412 4 253,747 2 16.000 8
Volunteer State Community College 256,220 8 21,427,553 8 169,461 9 16.700 6
Walters State Community College 312.775 7 24.085.674 7 208.643 7 13.316 12
Totals 4,102,360 $317,347,308 2,729,023 234.001
49
50
model outcome model on Table 3. The outcome ranking of the 
Tennessee model as shown on Table 3 did not reflect a 
correspondence to the other model outcome rankings presented 
on Table 3 nor to the major component rankings shown on 
Table 4.
For example, only one institution received funds in 
Tennessee that was ranked in the top three institutions by 
the other selected models. This was also true when the 
rankings of the Tennessee model were compared to the four 
major components shown on Table 4.
Policy Issue Differences Between Selected Models
In order to properly examine the models selected, a 
review of state policy or institutional policy was 
undertaken. The Tennessee State Board of Regents and the 
Tennessee Higher Education Commission constituted a 
centralized governing group that controlled the process of 
the Tennessee model. The annual requests generated by each 
of the 14 two-year institutions were submitted for review 
and approval through this governing group. The priorities 
were established by this central group for all projects 
submitted for funding. Those models that used a 
mathematical formula (the Kentucky model, the Louisiana 
model, the Ohio State model, the Phillips' model, and the 
Sherman-Dergis model) each suggested annual appropriations 
based on the formula outcomes. This annual appropriation
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was not for specific projects, but to be used by the 
individual institution's administration at its own 
discretion.
As a result of the difference stated above, a timing 
difference was apparent. In Tennessee, the capital 
maintenance funds were appropriated for specific projects. 
The funds, as well as planning, architectural design, and 
bid process, were controlled by a central authority. These 
funds were not available to the institution for any other 
purpose except the specific project requested and approved. 
In contrast, in the other models, the institutions received 
annual appropriated dollars for capital maintenance. These 
funds were kept in escrow to fund projects designated by the 
individual institution administration. If the funds were 
not spent in the funding year, institutions were allowed to 
retain the remaining funds. Funds appropriated in 
subsequent years could also be maintained in the escrow 
account to fund necessary projects.
In all of the models examined, the funding was 
ultimately a function of the legislative body of a 
particular state, The funds requested as a result of a 
specific model were subject to potential legislative 
restrictions. In Tennessee, if appropriated dollars were 
not adequate to fund all of the projects requested, the 
projects were funded using previously established priorities 
until the total appropriated funds were expended. During
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the period 1988-1993, the Tennessee legislature did not 
appropriate sufficient dollars to fund all the requested 
projects of the 14 two-year institutions.
In the other selected states, the annual appropriations 
were adjusted to fund each state institution at the same 
percentage as their funding requests based on the model 
used. None of the selected state legislatures mandated the 
utilization of a particular model to generate capital 
maintenance requests.
Summary
The three specific research questions were addressed in 
this chapter. The factors that composed each model selected 
were compared to distinguish the differences. These 
differences were found in the frequency of the facility 
audit, the format of this suggested audit, and the audit 
participants recommended. Other differences were found in 
the suggested components of the facility inventory including 
the values for subsystems and assignable square feet. The 
Tennessee model and the Hutson-Biedenweg model were the only 
two selected models that did not suggest a mathematical 
formula. The Tennessee model was the only model where the 
results were expressed by each specific capital maintenance 
project rather then annual appropriation requests.
Data gathered from Tennessee's 14 public two-year 
colleges were incorporated into each model with the
exception of the Hutson-Biedenweg model which did not 
provide a mathematical formula. The results of these 
calculations were compared to determine funding patterns of 
the different models. The Tennessee model results provided 
the lowest level of funding among the models used. Rankings 
of model outcomes were presented for each of the 14 
institutions used. Rankings by institution were also 
presented for the four major components considered in the 
mathematical formulas. For example, using the Chattanooga 
State Technical Community College data, the outcomes of the 
model rankings resulted in a number one ranking in four 
models and second in another. This data also resulted in 
the number one ranking in three of the four major 
components. However, the Tennessee model generated no funds 
for this institution. There was neither a correspondence 
between the Tennessee model rankings and other model outcome 
rankings nor the major component rankings.
The third research question examined was a review of 
policy issue differences between the selected models. These 
differences were the type of requests, the type of 
governance, and the ability to extend appropriated funds to 
future years. The Tennessee model was the only model where 
funds were requested by specific project. It also was the 
only model that was centrally controlled by a governing 
agency. All of the selected models expressed the capital 
maintenance needs in annual appropriations requests except
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for the Tennessee model. These other models also provided 
for the unspent portion of the funds appropriated to be 
carried forward into the next fiscal year.
Recommendations and conclusions regarding these results 
will be expressed in the next chapter.
Chapter 5 
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The intent of this study was to examine other selected 
capital maintenance funding models in comparison with the 
model used in Tennessee for funding public two-year college 
capital maintenance projects. Comparisons were made between 
the other selected models and the Tennessee model. After 
the required data was used to complete the mathematical 
formulae specified in the other selected models, the results 
were compared to the results of the Tennessee model 
calculations. Finally each selected model was evaluated to 
determine whether any differences existed in policy issues.
Discussion of Model Differences 
The evaluation of the selected models revealed not only 
their similarities but also, more importantly, their 
differences. In all of the models selected, a facility 
audit was suggested. The facility audit would assist 
colleges in obtaining relevant and current data regarding 
their campuses. Even with a consensus of the developers of 
each of the selected models concerning the facility audit, 
the Tennessee model was the only one to specify a format for 
the audit to follow, how often the audits were to be 
performed, and the individuals who should perform the audit.
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The facility audit suggested by the selected models 
examined the factors included in a college's facility 
inventory. The inventory factors suggested by the selected 
models were slightly different. The factors of building 
history, background, building age, type of building, use, 
primary function, original cost, estimated replacement cost, 
major systems, and gross square feet were suggested by all 
of the selected models. The data necessary for these 
factors was normally available from accounting records, 
architectural drawings, and by observation. The Hutson- 
Biedenweg model, Ohio State model, and the Kentucky model 
further detailed their suggestions for facility inventories 
to include the subsystems contained on each campus. This 
subsystem component included items such as elevators, 
plumbing, HVAC-moving, HVAC-static, fire protection and 
specialized equipment. The Kentucky model and the Tennessee 
model suggested the inclusion of the assignable square feet 
in their facility inventories.
All of the selected models except the Tennessee model 
included expectations of building life, percentage of the 
building that was renovatable, and a percentage of the 
building that had an infinite life. Even though most 
buildings are not expected to last forever, these models 
suggested that most buildings had portions of their 
structures that would not need repair during the life of the 
building. By using this data the selected models, excluding
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the Tennessee model, could be used to calculate their 
capital maintenance needs on an annual basis for an entire 
campus. This was accomplished by the use of prescribed 
mathematical formulas. The Tennessee model and the Hudson- 
Beidenweg model did not use mathematical formulae in the 
models.
The Tennessee model provided a process for the colleges 
to request capital maintenance needs by specific project 
only. Therefore, if a request was funded in Tennessee it 
would be for that specific project. By using the selected 
models, except for the Tennessee model and the Hutson- 
Biedenweg model, the resulting requests were for annual 
appropriated amounts to be directed to each college for its 
use at its own discretion. These funds could be carried 
forward in an escrow account to future years if they were 
not expended in the appropriation year.
Discussion of the Quantitative Results
In order to compare the quantitative results of the 
selected models, data from the Tennessee 14 two-year 
colleges was incorporated into each model formula, except 
for the Hutson-Biedenweg model for which a formula was not 
prescribed. After the calculations were made and the 
comparisons performed, it was obvious that the mathematical 
formula suggested by the other selected models generated 
higher funding requests than the results of the Tennessee
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model.
Further evaluation revealed that the priority ranking 
by total cost was not comparable with 'the Tennessee model 
priority ranking. The calculations generated using 
mathematical formulas provided results that were consistent 
and equitable for each institution. Since funds 
appropriated using the Tennessee model were for specific 
projects there were some colleges that received no funding 
for capital maintenance needs. The mathematical-formula- 
based models more uniformly addressed the capital 
maintenance needs of each college.
Discussion of Policy Issues
The Tennessee model was the only model examined that 
included a review and approval process by a governing agency 
for each college's requests for capital maintenance needs. 
This centralized governing agency also established the 
priorities for the Tennessee colleges. Requests were 
submitted by Tennessee's 14 public two-year colleges to the 
Tennessee Board of Regents for review and approval. These 
requests were prioritized by the central board for all of 
the colleges combined. The selected models using 
mathematical formulae generated requests for each 
institution based on a consistency of need developed through 
the formula. After funding, these colleges were given the 
authority to establish their own priorities.
Using the Tennessee model, colleges submitted specific
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project requests while the other selected models involved 
requests based on total campus need. Therefore after 
funding, colleges using the Tennessee model received either 
total funding for their specific project or no funds at all. 
The colleges using the other selected models received all 
funds requested or some equally distributed percentage of 
the total. When institutions using the Tennessee model 
received appropriations for capital maintenance projects, 
funds were allocated for specific projects. This funding 
method insured the institution of adequate funds for the 
completion of the specified project. This model did not 
provide discretionary allocations for capital maintenance 
needs for the colleges. If a project was not approved, no 
appropriated capital maintenance dollars were allocated to 
that college. Unfunded requests had to be resubmitted in 
subsequent years in order for funding to be obtained.
Each college using the other selected models was 
assured it would receive an equitable share of the total 
appropriations for capital maintenance. These funds were 
not project specific and were controlled by each college. 
Although annual funding was assured the amount was not as 
predictable. Colleges with large capital maintenance needs 
possibly had to keep their allocations in an escrow account 
until sufficient funds were allocated in subsequent years. 
These models allowed the unspent allocations to be 
maintained by the college. Unlike those colleges using the
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Tennessee model, these other models gave the colleges the 
authority to use the allocated funds at their discretion. 
This allowed the colleges to address many capital 
maintenance needs as they occurred rather than wait for 
future allocations.
Recommendations and Conclusions
Based on the analysis in this study, the facility audit 
was strongly suggested as an initial step in assessing 
campus capital maintenance needs. The Tennessee model 
provided the most explicit approach to a facility audit 
compared to the other models examined. The Tennessee model 
expanded the suggestions of the other selected models by 
providing a format by which the audit would be performed in 
a more consistent manner, by suggesting a frequency of 
facility audit performance of every 5 years, and by 
suggesting what individuals should participate in the audit.
It was concluded that the facility audit suggested in 
the Tennessee model could be improved. Although the other 
selected models only suggested the performance of facility 
audits on a periodic basis, it was concluded that their 
intent was the audit be performed more frequently than the 5 
years suggested in the Tennessee model. It is recommended 
that the Tennessee model could be enhanced by having the 
facility audit performed on a more frequent basis. It is 
also suggested that specific training be provided to those 
individuals participating in the facility audit to ensure
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the results are more consistent and more accurate. This 
training could include detailed guidelines for the 
individuals to follow during the assessment.
Not only did all of the models support the use of 
facility audits, they all supported the maintenance of a 
facility inventory. Although there were a few differences 
between the data elements suggested among the selected 
models, the models were consistent in the desired content of 
the facility inventory. From the analysis performed, there 
were four major factors emphasized in the models using 
mathematical formulae: square feet, gross square feet,
average age of the campus, and the estimated replacement 
cost. All four of these major factors were included in the 
facility inventory suggested by the Tennessee model.
It was concluded that the facility inventory suggested 
by the Tennessee model be continued, but particular 
attention should be placed on the four major components of 
gross square feet, net assignable square feet, the average 
campus age, and the current replacement cost in estimating 
capital maintenance needs. It is recommended that the 
accuracy and consistency of the facility inventory factors 
included in the Tennessee model be enhanced with the 
development of specific training and guidelines for those 
campus representatives responsible for the completion and 
maintenance of the facility inventory for each campus. It 
is also recommended that the use of a computer database be
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investigated to assist in the maintenance of the campus 
facility inventories and flexibility in report generation.
Of the models selected, research found the Hutson- 
Biedenweg model did not suggest a process for calculating 
capital maintenance needs. Five models, the Kentucky model, 
the Ohio State model, the Phillips1 model, the Sherman- 
Dergis model, and the Louisiana model each suggested a 
mathematical formula to calculate capital maintenance needs. 
The Tennessee model did not suggest a mathematical formula 
but did provide a process for colleges to request capital 
maintenance needs by specific project. Data collected from 
the 14 Tennessee public two-year colleges were incorporated 
into these five models. Comparisons of this quantitative 
analysis revealed the Tennessee model resulted in the least 
amount of capital maintenance needs. Only half of the 
colleges using the Tennessee model were actually approved 
for capital maintenance funds.
It was concluded that using the mathematical formulae 
suggested by the other selected models resulted in higher 
requests for capital maintenance funds. It is recommended 
that the Tennessee model be modified to incorporate a 
formula approach which would more equitably distribute 
capital maintenance to each institution. The Tennessee 
model was the only model examined which required campuses to 
submit capital maintenance requests to a central governing 
board for their review and approval. This central governing
board in the Tennessee model was responsible for the 
establishment of the priorities of the projects requested.
It was concluded that if a formula approach similar to these 
suggested by the other selected models was incorporated into 
the Tennessee model all request submitted to this governing 
board would be consistent and less complicated to review.
It is recommended that using a formula approach enhances the 
Tennessee model by ensuring equitable funding to each 
institution. The central governing board could continue to 
review and approve the campus submittals, but the priority 
setting process would be eliminated.
As a result of this study, it was determined that the 
other selected models, excluding the Hutson-Biedenweg model, 
provided individual campuses with autonomy to determine the 
use of capital maintenance funds received. The Tennessee 
model, by funding only specific projects, did not provide 
institutions with any capital maintenance dollars for use at 
their discretion. It was concluded that the Tennessee model 
should adopt a process that provided funds to the individual 
campuses on an annual basis to address capital maintenance 
needs as they arise.
The other selected models also allowed each institution 
to maintain unspent capital maintenance allocations into an 
escrow account that could be held for future needs. It is 
recommended that the Tennessee model be modified to allow 
this flexibility.
Each of the capital maintenance models examined had 
been developed over a number of years by individuals with 
both educational credentials and years of experience 
appropriate to the task. Except for the Hudson-Biedenweg 
model, each of the other selected models have been applied 
to real-life situations. This success was determined to be 
a result of the investment of time and effort on the part of 
the developer and more importantly the apparent confidence 
funding authorities have expressed in these models by 
subsequently appropriating funds. It is recommended that 
each campus using the Tennessee model needs to express to 
their funding authority the need for capital maintenance 
funds. It is recommended that the increased awareness of 
the capital maintenance needs of each campus and a better 
understanding of the model being used will increase the 
probability of funding. This recommendation applies to the 
current Tennessee model as well as any changes or 
enhancements to this model that have been previously 
discussed.
Suggestions for Future Study 
Future studies could focus on how capital maintenance 
models could be enhanced by incorporating variables to 
consider the rapid pace of changes in technology, the impact 
of environmental issues such as the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990, and the impact of preventive 
maintenance and custodial methods.
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APPENDIX A 
SHERMAN/DERGIS MODEL
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CHATTANOOGA BTATK TECHNICAL COHHOWITT COLLEGE 
BHERMAH/DERGIB MODEL
NUMBER
OF
BUILDING
AGE
or
BDIIDIRO
REPLACEMENT
COB?
PERCENTAGE 
OF SPACE 
RENOVATABLE
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BUILDING 
DIVIDED BY 
1,275
ANNUAL 
APPROPUAXIU 
FOR CAPITAL 
MAINTENANCE
AO 001 29 610,192,400 0.667 0.020 •136,000
A0003 16 2,952,000 0.667 0.013 25,600
A0004 14 3,060,000 0.667 0.011 22,500
A000S 14 2,446,260 0.667 0.011 17,900
A00D6 14 62,200 0.667 0.011 500
AO 007 23 5,104,192 0.667 0,010 62,200
Aoooa 10 3,600,000 0.667 o.oos 19,200
A0009 11 1,504,000 0.667 0.009 9,500
A0010 9 1,170,320 0.667 0.007 5,500
H0001 14 1,594,400 0.667 0.011 11,700
H0003 11 409,400 0.667 0.009 2,900
P0001 26 290.400 0.667 0.020 . . 3.2S2
112^14.372 1317.400
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CLEVKLAXD BYATK COHHOlUTlf COLLEGE 
BHERHM/SBRGXS MODEL
MDKBER
OF
BOILDIRG
AGE 
OF 
BUI CDIMS
REPLACEMENT
COST
PERCENTAGE 
OP SPACE 
MNOVATABLE
AVERAGE AGS 
OF building 
DIVIDED BY 
1,27S
AXEGAL 
APFRQPRXAYIOI 
FOR CAPITAL 
KAIREEAECE
AO 010 25 1 2,070,000 0.667 0.020 6 27,600
CflllO 14 1,059,200 0.667 0.011 7,600
D0100 IB 11,669 0.667 0.014 100
K0060 22 2,142,720 0.667 0.017 24,300
L0040 25 3,361,916 0.667 0.020 44,600
H0070 19 503,600 0.667 0.015 5,000
HO 090 6 55,440 0.667 0.005 200
S0020 25 2,069,024 0.667 0.020 27,600
DN140 12 33,300 0.667 0.009 200
DH150 12 15,480 0.667 0.009 100
Eooao IS 3,209,520 0.667 0.014 30,000
FB160 10 30,500 0.667 0.006, 200
HO 091 24 407,280 0.667 0.019 5,200
T0120 17 4,159,120 0.667 0.013 36,100
00030 25 3,466,365 0.667 0.020 46,200
G0050 25 1 3,527.340 0.667 0.020 . 47.100
i2&tl22i976 1302,500
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COLOMBIA S U n  C O M D H R
BHKMM/DKRGIS MODEL
KDKBER
or
BUILDIHO
AGE
OF
BUILDIHO
RKFLACKMEIT
COST
mtCESTAOB 
00 SPACE 
BESOVATABLI
AVEBACX AOS 
OF soiLona 
DIVIDED ST 
1,275
U R D U
u m r a u a i a
FOB CAPITAL 
HAUTEKUCI
10001 25 • 923,920 0.667 0.020 * 12,300
10002 25 3,713,660 0.667 0.020 49,600
10003 25 2,3B3,995 0.667 0.020 31,800
10004 23 725,040 0.667 0.020 9,700
10005 25 2,584,700 0.667 0.020 34,500
10006 25 3,317,460 0.667 0.020 44,300
10007 23 2,311,600 0.667 0,018 27,800
10008 23 302,240 0.667 0.018 3,600
10009 20 2,476,974 0.667 0.016 26,400
10010 23 70,000 0.667 0.018 800
10011 19 6,000 0.667 0.015 100
10012 19 6,000 0.667 0.015 100
10013 IS 10,000 0.667 0.014 100
10014 16 510,240 0.667 0.013 4,400
10015 16 14,400 0.667 0.013 100
10016 15 5,000 0.667 0.012 0
10017 13 20,000 0,667 0.010 100
10018 11 40.320 0.667 0.009 200
119.425.369 U1L22S
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DYERSBOItG STATE CCMfDIITT COLLEGE 
BHSRHM/DKROIB MODEL
NUMBER
or
BOILDIHQ
AGE
OF
BUILDING
replacsmeet
0381
PERCENTAGE 
OF SPACE 
RESOVATABLE
AVERAGE AGE 
at BUILDISO 
DIVIDED BY 
1,279
ANNUAL 
APFROPRXATIOI 
FOR CAPITAL 
KAUREEAMCE
10001 23 • 1,970,360 0.667 0.01B • 23,700
10002 23 3,667,680 0.667 0.018 44,000
10003 23 869,364 0.667 0.010 10,400
10004 23 1,034,910 0.667 0.018 12,700
10003 23 2,094,060 0.667 0.01B 23,100
10006 23 323,200 0,667 0.018 3,900
10007 23 84,400 0,667 0.018 1,000
10009 23 336,000 0.667 0.018 4,000
10010 23 100,000 0.667 0.018 1,200
10011 23 99.840 0.667 0.018 -1,-232
>127.200
74
JACXBOH STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
SHHHHAN/DERGIB MODEL
NUMBER
or
B0ZLDIK6
AGE
or
BUILDIHO
REPLACEMENT
COST
PERCENTAGE 
OP SPACE 
SENOVATABLB
AVERAGE AGE 
OP BUILDING 
DIVIDED BY 
1,275
ANNUAL 
APFROPRXATIOI 
T O  CAPITAL 
MAINTENANCE
A0001 23 » 1,914,600 0.667 0.020 1 20,200
A0002 22 2,079,109 0.667 0.017 23,500
AO 003 29 6,732,960 0.667 0.020 69,000
A0004 22 2,167,166 0.667 0.017 24,600
AO 00 3 29 2,294,680 0.667 0.020 30,600
A0006 21 679,000 0.667 0.016 7,200
A0007 23 2,074,067 0.667 0.01B 24,900
Aoooa 23 276.320 0.667 0,018 . 3,300
1224.300
10013 
4 
1,112.000 
0,667 
0.003 
2.200
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NASHVILLE BTATH TECHNICAL IN0TCTOTE 
BHSDHM/DEBfllB MODEL
NUMBER
OF
BUILDIHO
AGS
OF
BUILDIHO
REPLACEMENT
COST
PERCENTAGE 
OF SPACE 
RDOVATABLB
AVERAGE AGE 
OIF HJXU)HG 
DIVIDED BY 
1,275
ANNUAL 
APPROPRIATIOI 
FOR CAPITAL 
HAIRTIBANCB
1000A 22 > 4,613,600 0.667 0.017 • 32,300
1000B 22 299,600 0.667 0.017 3,400
1000C 12 4,691,280 0.667 0.009 29,400
1000D 22 1,071,200 0.667 0.017 12,100
1000E 13 886,300 0.667 0.012 7,100
1000L 4 3,436,272 0.667 0.003 10,900
1000H 22 -  3.51Ua2 0.667 0.017 39.990
>20.715.772 1122*122
SOUTHEAST BUTE TECHNICAL COMHUHITY COLLEGE 
SHERHAX/DERGIB MODEL
HUMBER
OF
BDILDIHG
AGE
OP
BUILDING
REPLACEMENT
006T
PERCENTAGE 
OP SPACE 
REEOVATABLK
AVERAGE AGE
OF BUILD DIG 
DIVIDED BY 
1,279
ANNUAL 
APPRQPRIAXXOM 
TOR CAPITAL 
KAZETEMARCS
A1063 27 6 743,040 0.667 0.021 610,400
A2069 27 924,392 0.667 0.021 7,300
A30G9 27 636,944 0.667 0.021 8,900
B1071 21 1,293,200 0.667 0,016 13,800
B2071 21 117,246 0.667 0.016 1,300
C1079 17 1,122,400 0.667 0.013 9,700
C2079 17 966,144 0.667 0.013 8,400
D1082 10 400,000 0.667 0.00B 2,100
D20B2 10 680,000 0.667 0.008 3,600
JP783 9 2,473,760 0.667 0.007 11,900
BABBS 7 671,280 0.667 0.009 2,200
D3092 1 1,192,000 0.667 0.001 800
F1092 1 1,974,320 0.667 0.001 1,300
PP192 1 290,880 0.667 0.001 200
H0001 30 120,000 0.667 0.024 1,900
H00Q2 30 29,000 0.667 0.024 400
E0100 2 126,720 0.667 0.002 200
E0200 2 126,720 0.667 0.002 200
E0300 2 126,720 0.667 0.002 . 290
113.970,406 664,400
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FKLLISSIFPI STATS TECHNICAL aXMJMITT COLLEGE
SHERNAN/DERBIS MODEL
NOMEER
OF
BOILDIHG
AGS
or
BOILDIHO
REPLACEMENT
COST
or SPACE 
ROOVATABLE
AVERAGE AGS 
Ot BUILDING 
DIVIDED BY
1,273
annual
APPBOpRunor 
VCD CAPITAL 
MAINTENANCE
100DB 19 A 3,641,600 0,667 0.013 > 36,400
2010P 6 7,494,720 0.667 0.005 24,900
2020F 6 9,376,560 0.667 0.005 31,900
2030P 6 2,000,000 0.667 0.005 6,700
2040P 6 3,430,400 0.667 0.005 11,400
2050P 2 311,460 0.667 0.002 400
2033P 2 1,463,300 0.667 0.002 2,000
3000H 40 2,513,200 0.667 0.031 32,000
>30.396.740 A153JM
OF
BUILD I]
10000
11000
12000
13000
14000
13000
16000
17000
20000
30000
31000
32000
33000
34000
3S00D
40000
30000
60000
70000
00000
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BOMB BTATK CQHHDHITT COLLEGE 
SHKRKAH/DEHGIB HOOKL
AUK
or
BUILDIHO
RZFLACEHEHT
COST
PERCKHXAGK 
or SPACE 
BEHOVATABLE
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BUILDIHO 
DIVIDED BY
1,273
AMMDAL 
APPROPRIATIOH 
FOR CAPITAL 
MAIHTEHAHCE
19 » 1,662,960 0.667 0.013 • 16,600
14 3,232,400 0,667 0.011 23,700
13 1,208,226 0,667 0,010 8,600
12 2,639,908 0.667 0.009 16,000
9 3,000 0.667 0.007 0
34 133,000 0.667 0.027 2,800
32 113,200 0.667 0.023 1,900
9 6,000 0.667 0.007 0
19 6,262,240 0.667 0.013 62,700
19 2,712,600 0.667 0.013 27,100
3 13,000 0.667 0.002 0
3 13,000 0.667 0.002 0
3 13,000 0.667 0.002 0
3 13,000 0.667 0.002 0
2 5,BB1,120 0.667 0.002 7,800
10 2B,167 0.667 o.ooa 200
35 100,991 0.667 0.027 3,400
9 11,939 0.667 0.007 100
9 4,071 0.667 0.007 0
9 4,071 0.667 0.007 0
>24.267.193 >170,900
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vounrms state cohwjnitt
BKHRMAN/DERGIB MODEL
AVERAGE AGE
MDKBER
OF
BUILDING
AGE
OF
BUILDING
REPLACEMENT
COST
PERCENTAGE 
OF SPACE 
RENOVATESLE
OF BUILDING 
DIVIDED BY 
1,275
V1010 11 > 2,408,300 0.667 0.009
Vllll 21 4,093,040 0.667 0.016
V2222 21 9,236,005 0.667 0.016
V3333 21 2,271,710 0.667 0.016
V4444 21 3,083,340 0.667 0.016
V5555 17 2,136,880 0.667 0.013
V6666 14 289,700 0.667 0.011
V7777 14 1,732,560 0.667 0.011
VQ888 14 49.280 0.667 0.011
V9999 13 -125.559 0.667 0.010
ANNUAL
APPROPRIATION 
FOR CAPITAL 
MAINTENANCE
14.900
43.700
55.900 
24,200
32.900 
18,500
2,100
12.700 
400 
800
>21.427.553 >205.700
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WALTERS STATE COtMOTHTY COLLEGE 
SHERMAN/DERGIS MODEL
OF
BUILDING
AGE
OP
BUILDING
REPLACEMENT
COST
PERCENTAGE 
OF SPACE 
RENOVATABLB
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BOILSING 
DIVIDED BY
1,279
ANEOAL 
APPROPRIATION 
FOR CAPITAL 
MAINTENANCE
10001 21 •11,879,360 0.667 0.016 •126,700
10002 22 390,314 0.667 0.017 4,400
10003 21 108,997 0.667 0.016 1,200
10004 20 96,112 0.667 0.016 900
10006 17 9,263,760 0.667 0.013 49,800
10007 IB 147,79B 0.667 0.014 1,400
10008 13 2,192,480 0.667 0.010 14,600
10009 14 92,260 0.667 0.011 400
10010 14 24,169 0.667 0.011 200
10011 12 3,146,281 0.667 0.009 18,900
10012 13 400,000 0.667 0.010 2,700
10013 11 190,000 0.667 0.009 900
10014 12 40,320 0,667 0.009 200
10019 12 30,780 0.667 0.009 200
10016 12 30,760 0.667 0.009 200
10017 7 48,000 0.667 0.009 200
looie 7 48,000 0.667 0.009 200
10019 4 9,192 0.667 0.003 0
10020 3 ... 25.455 0.667 0.002 0
>21^ 85,67.4 •219.100
APPENDIX B 
PHILLIPS'/STATE OF ALABAMA MODEL
84
85
CHATTANOOGA STATE TECHNICAL COMMUNITY mrj.HCT
wullipb'/btatk or Alabama mookl
NUMBER
OF
BUILDIHO
AGB
or
BUILDIHO
REPLACEMENT
COST
PERCENTAGE 
OF SPACE 
RENOVATABLB
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BOXLDIEG 
DIVIDED BY
1,279
ANNUAL 
APPROPRIATION 
FOR CAPITAL 
HAINTEEANCE
A000L 29 >10,192,400 0.667 0.020 >136,000
A0003 IE 2,992,000 0.667 0.013 29,600
A0004 14 3,060,000 0.667 0.011 22,900
A000S 14 2,446,260 0.667 0.011 17,900
A0006 14 62,200 0.667 0.011 900
AO 007 23 3,164,192 0.667 0.016 62,200
AOOOS 10 3,600,000 0.667 0.008 19,200
AO0O9 11 1,964,000 0.667 0.009 9,900
AO 010 9 1,170,320 0.667 0.007 5,900
H0001 14 1,994,400 0.667 0.011 11,700
M0003 11 409,400 0.667 0.009 2,900
P0001 26 290.400 0.667 0.020 3.900
132,634,372 >312^4QQ
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CLEVELAND STATE OCMMCMTT COLLEGE
iTOLLIPfl' /BTATB OF ALABAMA MODEL
SOMBER
OF
BOILDIBG
AGE
OF
BGIUDIHG
REPLACEHEBT
COST
FERCERTAGE 
OF SPACE 
UMOVATABLE
AVERAGE AGE 
OF KJimuio 
DIVIDED BT 
1,273
AREIJAL 
APPBOPRIATIOI 
FOB CAPITAL 
HAXMTERAICE
AOOIO 25 t 2,070,000 0.667 0.020 < 27,600
CS110 14 1,059,200 0.667 0.011 7,000
D0100 10 11,069 0.667 0.014 100
H00G0 22 2,142,720 0.667 0.017 24,300
L0040 25 3,361,910 0.667 0.020 44,600
HOOTO 19 503,000 0.667 0.015 5,000
R0090 G 55,440 0.667 0.005 200
B0020 25 2,069,024 0.667 0.020 27,600
DH140 12 33,300 0.667 0.009 200
DW150 12 15,400 0.667 0.009 100
eoobo IB 3,209,520 0.667 0.014 30,000
PB160 10 30,500 0.667 0.000 200
R0091 24 407,200 0.667 0.019 5,200
T0120 17 4,159,120 0,667 0.013 36,100
00030 25 3,466,305 0.667 0.020 46,200
<30030 25 (..3.917,340 0.667 0.020 — 41.100
iiLAtttaZfi •302-500
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COLOMBIA STATE COMDHITV COLLEGE
PHILLIPS' /STATE OF ALABAMA MODEL
HDKBER
o r
BOILDIHG
AGE
OF
BUILDIHO
REPLACEMENT
C0BT
PERCENTAGE 
OF SPACE 
REHOVATABLE
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BOILDIHG 
DIVIDED BT 
1,273
AJOTOAL 
APPMPRIATIOI 
FOR CAPITAL 
HAIKTHXABCX
10001 23 $ 923,920 0.667 0.020 « 12,300
10002 23 3,713,600 0.667 0.020 49,600
10003 23 2,303,993 0.667 0.020 31,800
10004 23 723,040 0.667 0.020 9,700
10003 23 2,304,700 0.667 0.020 34,300
10006 23 3 ,317,460 0.667 0.020 44,300
10007 23 2,311,600 0.667 0.01S 27,600
10000 23 302,240 0.667 o .o ie 3,600
10009 20 2,476,974 0,667 0.016 26,400
10010 23 70,000 0.667 0.01B 800
10011 19 6,000 0.667 0.013 100
10012 19 0,000 0.667 0.013 100
10013 10 10,000 0.667 0.014 100
10014 16 310,240 0.667 0.013 4,400
10013 16 14,400 0.667 0.013 100
10016 13 3,000 0.667 0.012 0
10017 13 20,000 0.667 0.010 100
10010 11 40,320 0.667 0.009 ... 200
119.423,365 I2ALS5Q
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DYERSBURG STATS COHWIWITY onw-ww 
PHILLIPS'/STATE OF ALABAHA HOOEL
1SMBER
OF
BOILDIHG
AOS
OF
BUILDIHO
REPLACEHKHT
COST
PERCENTAGE 
OP SPACE 
RKHOTATABLE
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BOILDIHG 
DIVIDED BY 
1,279
AMHUAL 
APFROPRXATIOI 
FOR CAPITAL 
HAIHTEHAHCB
10001 23 > 1,970,360 0.667 0.01B 1 23,700
10002 23 3,667,600 0.667 0.018 44,000
10003 23 069,364 0.667 o.oie 10,400
10004 23 1,054,510 0.667 o.oia 12,700
10005 23 2,094,060 0.667 0.018 25,100
10006 23 323,200 0.667 0.016 3,900
10007 23 84,480 0.667 o.oia 1,000
10009 23 336,000 0.667 0.010 4,000
10010 23 100,000 0.667 0.018 1,200
10011 23 99.840 0.667 0.018 ... l.iW
>127-i 20Q
JACKSON STATE CCHHONITY COLLEGE
PHILLIPS1 /STATE OF ALABAMA HOOEL
AVERAGE AGS ANNUAL
HUMBER AGE PERCENTAGE OF BUILDIHO APPMPRIATIW
OF OF REPLACEMENT OF SPACE DIVIDED BY FOR CAPITAL
BOILDIHG BUILDING COST REROVATABLE 1,275 MAINTENANCE
AODOl 25 • 1/514(000 0.667 0.020 » 20,200
A0002 22 2/075,105 0.667 0.017 23,500
A0003 25 6,732,960 0.667 0.020 69,600
A00Q4 22 2,1S7,106 0.667 0.017 24,600
A0005 25 2,294,660 0.667 0.020 30,600
AOOOG 21 675,000 0.667 0.016 7,200
AOOOT 23 2,074,067 0.667 0.016 24,900
AOOOQ 23 278,320 0.667 0.016
iHJ32,33B >224.300
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NOTLOH STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
IHILLIP81 /STATE OF ALABAMA MODEL
HUMBER
OF
BUILDING
AGE
OF
BUILDING
N IPTlLHkw i1 
COST
PERCENTAGE 
OF SPACE 
RERUVATABLE
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BUILDING 
DIVIDED BY 
1,279
ANNUAL 
APPROPRIATIW 
FOR CAPITAL 
MAINTENANCE
10001 23 I 939,440 0.667 0.016 • 11,300
10002 23 1,708,142 0.667 0.016 20,500
10003 23 4,503,920 0.667 0.018 54,100
10004 1 194,960 0.667 0.001 100
10006 23 2,413,620 0.667 0.016 29,000
10007 23 1,394,429 0.667 0.016 16,700
10006 23 511,090 0.667 0.018 6,100
10009 23 27,300 0.667 0.01B 300
10010 23 229,768 0.667 0.018 2,800
10011 2 35,000 0.667 0.002 0
10012 6 1,896,320 0.667 0.005 6,300
10013 4 1*112.000 0.667 0.003 2,200
IU .M 7 .lt i 1149.400
f91
NASHVILLE STATK TECHNICAL INSTITUTE 
PHILLIPS'/STATE OF ALABAMA HQOBL
NUMBER
OF
BUILDING
AGE
OF
BOILDIHO
REPLACEMENT
COST
PERCENTAGE 
OF HPACB 
RENOVATABLI
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BOILDING 
DIVIDED BY 
1,275
ANNUAL 
APPROPRIATIM 
FOR CAPITAL 
HAXRTEKUICB
1000A 22 $ 4,619,600 0,667 0.017 6 52,300
1000B 22 299,600 0.667 0.017 3,400
1000C 12 4,691,280 0.667 0,009 29,400
1000D 22 1,071,200 0.667 0.017 12,100
1000E 19 686,300 0.667 0.012 7,100
1000L 4 9,436,272 0.667 0.003 10,900
1000W 22 3,919.520 0.667 0,017 — 39.900
122*215*222 U2L122
kusheasx state techmcal comiobxty college
PHILLIP'B/STATE OF ALABAMA HOOSL
HUMBER
OF
BUILOIHO
AGE
OF
BUILDIHQ
REPLACEHEMT
COST
PHRCHHTAGE 
OF SPACE 
REMOVATABLB
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BUILDIFG 
DIVIDED BY 
1,279
MEDAL 
APPBOPRIATIOI 
FDR CAPITAL 
MAXXTEMABCE
A1063 27 • 743,040 0.667 0.021 •10,400
A2069 27 924,332 0.667 0.021 7,300
A3069 27 636,944 0.667 0.021 6,900
B1071 21 1,293,200 0.667 0.016 13,BOO
B2071 21 117,249 0.667 0.016 1,300
C1079 17 1,122,490 0.667 0.013 9,700
C2073 17 966,144 0.667 0.013 8,400
01092 10 400,000 0.667 0.000 2,100
02082 10 690,000 0.667 O.OOB 3,600
JF7B3 9 2,473,760 0.667 0.007 11,300
SAB 8 9 7 671,290 0.667 0.009 2,200
03092 1 1,192,000 0.667 0.001 800
F1092 1 1,974,320 0.667 0.001 1,300
PP192 1 290,690 0.667 0.001 200
W0001 30 120,000 0.667 0.024 1,900
H0002 30 29,000 0.667 0.024 400
E0100 2 126,720 0.667 0.002 200
E0200 2 126,720 0.667 0.002 200
E0300 2 126.720 0.667 0.002 200
ULUMflS •94.400
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PELLIB8IPFI STATE TECHNICAL COMfOIXTY COLLEGE 
PHILLIPS'/STATE OT ALABAMA XDSL
NUMBER
OF
BDILDING
AGE
OF
BUILDING
REPLACEMENT
COST
PERCENTAGE 
OF SPACE 
RENOYATABLE
AVERAGE AGE 
OP BUILDING 
DI VIDEO NT 
1,275
ANNUAL 
APPROPRIATION 
FOR CAPITAL 
MAINTENANCE
100D3 19 • 3,641,600 0.667 0.013 1 36,400
Z010P 6 7,434,720 0.667 0.003 24,900
Z020F 6 9,576,360 0.667 0.003 31,900
203OP 6 2,000,000 0.667 0.003 6,700
2040P 6 3,430,400 0.667 0.003 11,400
2090P 2 311,460 0.667 0.002 400
2039P 2 1,465,800 0.667 0.002 2,000
3000H 40 2.913.200 0.667 0.031 52.000
130.393.74O I1»,7W
OF
eoilsi:
10000
11000
12000
13000
14000
19000
16000
17000
20000
30000
31000
32000
33000
34000
39000
40000
50000
60000
70000
aoooo
nature state coHmmzTT mr.i.wre
PHILLIPS'/BTATE OF ALABAMA MODEL
AVERAGE AGS
AGE PERCENTAGE OF BUILD IIO
OF REPLACEMENT OF SPACE DIVIDED BY
BUILDING COST REMOVATABLE 1,279
19 » 1,662,960 0.667 0.015
14 3,232,400 0.667 0.011
13 1,200,226 0.667 0.010
12 2,659,566 0.667 0.009
9 3,000 0.667 0.007
34 153,000 0.667 0.027
32 115,200 0.667 0.029
9 6,000 0.667 0.007
19 6,262,240 0.667 0.015
19 2,712,600 0.667 0.015
3 13,000 0.667 0.002
3 13,000 0.667 0.002
3 13,000 0.667 0.002
3 13,000 0.667 0.002
2 5,661,120 0.667 0.002
10 26,167 0.667 0.006
35 160,991 0,667 0.027
9 11,959 0.667 0.007
9 4,671 0.667 0.007
9 4.671 0.667 0.007
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SHELBY STATS CCMMOKITY COLLEGE
nnLLIPfl'/STATE OP ALABAMA MODEL
AVERAGE AGE AEEDAL
UMBER AGS PERCENTAGE OF BtnLDZMQ APPROPRIAIIOI
OF OP REPLACEMENT OF SPACE DIVIDES BY FOR CAPITAL
BDILDIMG BUILDIHG COST HEMOVATABLE 1,27S MAIETEKAICE
10001 19 t 4,833,600 0.667 0.012 • 3B,700
20001 17 190,000 0.667 0.013 1,300
30001 14 18,743,920 0.667 0.011 137,900
40001 14 1,000,320 0.667 0.011 7,300
S0001 14 1,392,100 0.667 0.011 10,200
60001 13 2,492,320 0.667 0.010 16,400
70001 20 1,776,800 0.667 0.016 19,000
60001 20 60S,609 0.667 0.016 t 7,300
i31.034.460 >237,700
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toOl
V0XJ7HTXKH H IM E COHDIITT OOCiLEOS 
PHILLIPS'/STATE OF ALABAMA MODEL
VOHBER
or
BUILDIKQ
AGE
OF
BUILDING
BEFUC8HBIT
COST
PSRCSXTAOX 
OF SPACE 
REHOVATABLE
AVERAGE AGS 
OV BUILDING 
DIVIDED BY 
1,273
MtniAL 
APPROPRIATICM 
FOR CAPITAL 
N U U I U K I
V1Q10 11 > 2,409,300 0.667 0.009 > 14,300
Villi 21 4,093,040 0.667 0.016 43,700
V2222 21 3,236,093 0.667 0.016 33,900
V3333 21 2,271,710 0.667 0.016 24,200
V4444 21 3,093,340 0.667 0.016 32,900
V59S9 17 2,136,990 0.667 0.013 19,300
V6666 14 289,700 0.667 0.011 2,100
V7777 14 1,732,360 0.667 0.011 12,700
V66B9 14 49,290 0.667 0.011 400
V9999 13 126.639 0.667 0.010 9M
>21.427.983 >205.700
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HALTERS STATE GOMMDNITT nnrf.*n»
PHILLIPS’/STATE OF ALABAMA MODEL
HUMBER
OF
BUILDING
AGE
OF
BUILDING
KEPLACEHERT
COST
PERCENTAGE 
OF SPACE 
HEMVATABLE
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BOUSING 
DIVIDED BY 
1,275
ANNUAL 
APPROPRIAKO* 
FOR CAPITAL 
MAINTENANCE
10001 21 •11,675,360 0.667 0.016 •126,700
10002 22 390,314 0.667 0.017 4,400
10003 21 100,597 0.667 0.016 1,200
10004 20 86,112 0.667 0.016 900
10006 17 5,283,760 0.667 0.013 45,800
10007 18 147,798 0.667 0.014 1,400
10008 13 2,192,480 0.667 0.010 14,600
10009 14 52,260 0.667 0.011 400
10010 14 24,IBS 0.667 0.011 200
10011 12 3,146,281 0.667 0.009 18,900
10012 13 400,000 0.667 0.010 2,700
10013 11 150,000 0.667 0.009 900
10014 12 40,320 0.667 0.009 200
10015 12 30,780 0.667 0.009 200
10016 12 30,780 0,667 0.009 200
10017 7 48,000 0.667 0.005 200
looie 7 48,000 0.667 0.005 200
10019 4 5,192 0.667 0.003 0
10020 3 25.453 0.667 0.002 0
*24,089,674 *219,100
APPENDIX C 
STATE OF LOUISIANA MODEL
99
100
CHARAMOOA BTATE TEODIICAL COOmriTY COLLEGE 
STATE or LOOIBIAMA MODEL
AVERAGE ASS GROBfl COST
MDMSBR A8E OF BOZLDUTO SQDAHE FEET BEFLACXMERT AMEUAL
OF 
SOILS IRQ
OF
BCILDIIG
DIVIDED BY 
1,279
PER
BOILDIEG
BY COST PER
gsf
REKEHAL
ALLOWAICB
A0Q01 29 0.020 127,403 56.00 *142,694
A0003 16 0.013 36,000 57.00 26,676
A0004 14 0.011 36,000 39.00 23,364
A000S 14 0.011 40,771 42.00 18,636
A0006 14 0.011 6,376 7.00 491
A0007 23 0.010 01,003 45.00 65,612
A000B 10 0.000 45,000 56.00 20,160
A0D09 11 0,009 19,610 56.00 9,964
A0010 9 0,007 14,729 56.00 5,774
K0001 14 0.011 3,962 260.00 12,265
HO 003 11 0,009 9,786 39.00 3,063
FQQ01 26 0.020 a.eu 56.00 4, MS
424.494 *333,005
101
CLEYELAHD STAnt COWOTITY COLLEGE
BTATE OF LOUISIANA MODEL
AVERAGE AGE GROSS COST
MOKBER
OF
BUILDING
AGE
or
BUILDING
OF BOZLDHG 
DIVIDED BY 
1,279
SQUARE FEET 
PER
BOUSING
EEPLACEHEIY 
HT 008T PER 
GST
Anrau
REKEHAL
ALLOWANCE
A0010 29 0.020 29,876 56.00 S 28,981
CS110 14 0.011 13,240 36.00 0,156
D010Q IB 0.014 143 5B.00 116
H0060 22 0.017 26,764 56.00 25,498
L0040 29 0.020 40,999 57.00 46,739
HOOTO 19 0.015 10,076 33.00 9,290
R0090 6 0.009 693 56.00 194
S0020 25 0.020 24.92B 5B.00 28,916
DH140 12 0.009 935 42.00 210
DW150 12 0.009 25B 42.00 98
B0080 IB 0.014 40,119 SB. 00 31,453
PB160 10 0,006 610 39.00 171
R0091 24 0.019 3,091 SB.00 3,417
T0120 17 0.013 51,989 5B.00 37,848
00030 29 0.020 40,761 99.00 48,122
G0030 29 0.020 3B.7B9 42.00 49.383
340,931 1316.392
OF
BUILDIl
' 10001
10002
10003
10004
10005
10006
10007
10006
10009
10010
10011
10012
10013
10014
10015
10016
10017
10018
COLOMBIA STATE COMMUNITY COLLECT!
STATE OF LOUISIANA MODEL
AVERAGE AGE GROSS COST
AGE GF BUILDING SQUARE FEET REPLACEMENT
OF DIVIDED BY PER BY COST FEB
BUILDING 1,275 BUILDING OBF
25 0.020 11,349 58.00
25 0.020 46,446 56.00
23 0.020 26,047 39.00
25 0.020 9,063 58.00
25 0.020 13,239 136.00
25 0.020 55,291 42.00
23 0.016 20,893 56.00
23 0.016 3,778 58.00
20 0.016 30,207 37.00
23 0.016 4,269 11.00
19 0.015 329 13.00
19 0.015 100 3B.00
IS 0.014 960 7,00
16 0.013 6,378 56,00
16 0.013 240 42.00
15 0.012 433 8.00
13 0.010 1,800 8.00
11 0.009 672 42.00
241.716
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DYERSBURG BTATE COMMON ITT COLLEGE
STATE OF LOUISIANA MODEL
AVERAGE AGS GROSS COST
NUMBER AGE OF BUILDING SQUARE FEET REPLACEMENT ANNUAL
or OF DIVIDED BY PER BY COST PER RENEWAL
BDILDING BUILDING 1,279 BUILDING GBF ALLOWANCE
10001 23 0.01B 24,632 96.00 * 24,829
10002 23 0.018 49,846 36.00 46,213
10003 23 0.018 10,602 97.00 10.B7B
10004 23 0.01B 12,406 99.00 13,175
10003 23 0.018 34,901 42.00 26,385
1000G 23 0.018 6,464 38.00 4,072
10007 23 0.018 1,056 56.00 1,064
10009 23 0.018 4,200 96.00 4,234
10010 23 0.018 2,000 39.00 1,260
10011 23 0.018 1.21ft 96.00 1.258
143.355 8133.368
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JACKSON STATE COMfimiTY COLLEGE
STATE OF LODIBIARA MODEL
AVERAGE AGE GROSS COST
NUMBER AGE OF BUILDING SQUARE FEET REPLACEMENT AHNDAL
OF OF DIVIDED BY PER BY COST PER RENEWAL
BUILDING BUILDING 1,275 BUILDING GST ALLOWANCE
A0001 29 0.020 10,935 96.00 1 21,207
A0002 22 0.017 24,413 59.00 24,486
A0003 29 0.020 84,162 56.00 94,261
A0004 22 0.017 26,673 57.00 25,846
A0005 29 0.020 3B,24B 42,00 32,128
A0006 21 0.016 13,500 35.00 7,960
A0007 23 o.oia 24,989 5B.OO 26,089
A0008 23 0.016 3.479 56.00 3.507
234.399 8235.084
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HOTLOW STATE 004M01ITT COLLBGE
STATE OF LOOXSIAMA MODEL
NUMBER
OF
BUILDING
AGE
OF
BUILDING
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BUILDING 
DIVIDED BY 
1,279
fflHMW
SQUARE FEET 
PER 
BUILDING
COST 
REFLACZHEI 
BY COST FI 
GSF
10001 23 0.01B 11,743 96.00
10002 23 0.010 20,631 97.00
10003 23 0.01B 96,294 96.00
10004 1 O.OD1 1,932 36.00
10006 23 0.018 40,227 42.00
10007 23 0.018 16,403 99.00
10000 23 o.oia 10,221 39.00
10009 23 0.018 946 39.00
10010 23 0.018 9,222 31.00
10011 2 0.002 700 39.00
10012 6 0.009 23,729 96.00
10013 4 0.003 -i3.ua 36.00
ANNUAL
REEEUL
ALLOWANCE
* 11,037 
21,373 
96,744 
108 
30,412 
17,422 
6,439 
344 
2,914 
49 
6,644
 uaa
201,730
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HASHYILLE BUTS TSOOIXCAX. IEMIWTB
STAR OF LOUISIANA HDSL
AVERAGE AGE gnoBfl cost
lUNBKB M B OF BUILDIMG SQUADS R R REPLACEMENT ANNUAL
(V or DIVIDED BY PSD BY COST PSD REMXUAL
BUILDIKO BDZLDXRO 1,275 BUILDING osr ALLOWABCE
1000A 22 0.017 57,693 36.00 4-34,926
1000B 22 0.017 3,743 56,00 3,363
1000C 12 0.009 61,141 36.00 30,615
1000D 22 0,017 13,390 36.00 12,747
1000E IS 0.012 17,726 33.00 7,443
100DL 4 0,003 66,296 37.00 11,337
lOOOtf 22 0,017 .43,914 36.00 41.835
263.937 USM12
WORTHHABT STATE TECHRICAL COMfURITr COLLEGE
OTHBKR
or
BOIUKKO
AGE
OF
BOILDIKO
BTATE OF UOZSIAMA MODEL
AVERAGE AGE GROSS 
OF BUILDIKO SQUARE FEET 
DIVIDED BY PER 
1,279 BOILDIHG
COST 
REPLACEMENT 
BT COST PER 
GSF
MEDAL
REEEUAL
ALLOVMCK
Aioes 27 0.021 9,208 96,00 •10,923
A2065 27 0.021 8,193 45.00 7,742
A3 065 27 0.021 9,946 49.00 9,399
B1071 21 0.016 16,169 96.00 14,484
B2071 21 0.016 1,832 49.00 1,319
C1D75 17 0.013 14,031 96.00 10,219
C2079 17 0.013 15,096 49.00 8,831
01082 10 0.008 8,000 35.00 2,240
02082 10 o.ooa 8,900 96,00 3,808
JP7B3 9 0.007 30,922 96.00 12,121
SABB9 7 0.009 8,391 56.00 2,349
D3092 1 0.001 14,900 56.00 834
F1092 1 0.001 24,679 96.00 1,382
PP192 1 0.001 3,136 96.00 176
V0001 30 0.024 4,831 17.00 1,971
H0002 30 0,024 966 18.00 417
E0100 2 0.002 1,5B4 56.00 177
B0200 2 0.002 1,984 96.00 177
E0300 2 0.002 1.984 96.00 177
183.628 >88.742
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PKLLiaSIPPI BTATE TECHNICAL COMflmiTI COLLEGE 
STATS OV LOUISIANA HOOCL
AVERAGE AGE GROSS COST
NUMBER AGE OT BUILDING BQOARE FEET REPLACEMENT ANNUAL
or
BUILDING
or
BUILDING
DIVIDED BY 
1,275
PBS
BUILDING
BT COST PER 
GET
KEMEBAL
ALLOWANCE
100DS 19 0.015 43,520 96.00 > 38,237
2010P 6 0.003 93,184 36.00 26,092
2020P G 0.003 119,707 56.00 33,510
2030P G 0.003 17,617 79.00 6,959
2040P 6 0,003 42,880 56.00 12,006
2030P 2 0,002 9,191 42.00 436
20S9P 2 0.002 24,480 42.00 2,036
3000H 40 0,031 -31,412 36.00 34.300
390,019 >173,984
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noun stats connnim college
STATE OF LOUISIANA MODEL
XUKBEB
OF
BUILDING
AOS
OF
BUILDING
AVERAGE AGE 
OF BUILDING 
DIVIDED BY 
1,275
GROSS 
SQUARE FEET 
PER 
BUILDING
COST 
REPLACEMENT 
BY COOT PER 
GBP
10000 19 0.015 20,767 56.00
11000 14 0.011 40,405 56.00
12000 13 0.010 13,596 66.00
13000 12 0.009 32,434 57.00
14000 9 0.007 1,440 1.00
15000 34 0.027 6,360 17.00
16000 32 0.025 4,800 17.00
17000 9 0.007 1,600 3.00
20000 19 0.015 78,278 56.00
30000 19 0.015 45,210 42.00
31000 3 0.002 4,960 2,00
32000 3 0.002 4,960 2.00
33000 3 0.002 4,960 2.00
34000 3 0.002 4,960 2.00
35000 2 0.002 73,514 56.00
40000 10 0.006 526 37.00
50000 35 0.027 3,735 35.00
60000 9 0.007 720 12.00
70000 9 0.007 405 8.00
60000 9 0,007 405 8.00
ARIUAL
RENEWAL
ALLOWANCE
• 17,461 
24,669 
6,975 
16,639 
10 
2,928 
2,040 
34
65,754
26,462
20
20
20
20
6,234
156
3,530
60
23
 23
344,077 1179,316
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SHXLBY STATE COMMIT I COLLEGE
STATE OP LOUISIANA MODEL
AVERAGE AGE GROSS 008T
NUMBER AGE OF BUILDING SQUARE FEET REPLACEMENT AEEUAL
OP OP DIVIDED BY PER BY COST PER RENEWAL
BQILDIKO BUILDING 1,275 BUILDING GSF ALLOWANCE
10001 13 0.012 60,420 56.00 » 40,602
20001 17 0.013 3,000 33,00 1,363
30001 14 0.011 234,294 36.00 144,325
40001 14 0.011 12,504 36,00 7,702
30001 14 0.011 27,042 33.00 10,719
60001 13 0.010 30,634 36,00 17,166
70001 20 0.016 22,210 36.00 19,900
00001 20 0.016 11.430 42.00
402,334
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APPENDIX D 
OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY MODEL
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CLEVELAND STATE COMMUNITY COLLEOK
OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY HOOEL
NUMBER
or
BUILDING
AGE
OF
BUILDING
REPLACEMENT
COST
ANNUAL 
COST PER 
REPLACEMENT 
DOLLAR
GROSS 
SQUARE FEET 
PER
BUILDING
PRICE
PER
SQUARE
FOOT
ARHUAL
RENEWAL
COST
A0010 39 * 2,070,080 0.02196 25,876 1,72 $ 44,507
CB110 14 1,099,200 0.02296 13,240 1.84 24,362
D0100 is 11,869 0.02839 143 2.35 336
H0060 22 2,142,720 0.02196 26,784 1.72 46,066
L0040 29 3,361,918 0.02156 40,999 1.77 72,566
HOOTO 19 903,800 0.02144 10,076 1.07 10,781
R0090 6 99,440 0.01708 693 1.37 949
SOOZO 29 2,069,024 0.02635 24,928 2,35 9B,581
DH140 12 33,300 0.02081 595 1.25 694
DW190 12 19,480 0.02081 298 1.25 323
E0080 is 3,209,920 0,02156 40,119 1.72 69,009
FB160 10 30,900 0.020B1 610 1.04 634
R0091 24 407,280 0.02212 9,091 1.77 9,011
T01Z0 17 4,159,120 0.02835 51,989 2.27 118,015
00030 29 3,466,389 0.02296 40,781 1.95 79,523
G0090 29 3,527.340 0.020B1 58.789 1.25 73.486
826,122 Jlfi 340.931 >606.843
OF
BOILDI1
10001
10002
10003
10004
10009
10006
10007
1000S
10009
10010
10011
10012
looia
10014
10015
10016
10017
1001a
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COLOMBIA BTATK CCtOtOFITT COLLEGE
OHIO STATS UNIVERSITY MODEL
AGS
OF
raiLDiso
RZFLAcnmnr
COST
ANNUAL 
COST PER 
KHPLACRHENT 
DOLLAR
gross
SQOARH FKKT 
PER 
BUILDING
PRICE
PER
SQUARE
FOOT
ANNUAL
RENEWAL
COST
25 » 923,920 0.02156 11,949 1.72 6 19,864
25 3,715,600 0.02835 46,446 2.27 105,432
25 2,383,995 0.02296 28,047 1.95 54,692
25 725,040 0.02587 9,063 2.07 18,760
25 2,564,700 0.02144 13,259 4.18 59,423
25 3,317,460 0.02081 55,291 1.25 69,114
23 2,311,600 0.02158 28,895 1.72 49,699
23 302,240 0.02212 3,778 1.77 6,687
20 2,476,974 0.02158 30,207 1.77 53,466
23 70,000 0.02212 4,269 1.77 1,537
19 6,000 0.02835 329 0.52 171
19 8,000 0.02116 100 1.69 169
16 10,000 0.02726 960 0.28 269
16 510,240 0.02835 6,378 2.27 14,478
16 14,400 0.02061 240 1.25 300
15 5,000 0.02726 433 0.31 134
13 20,000 0.02726 1,800 0.30 540
11 40,320 0.02061 672 1.25 840
819J25J62 241,716 *451.575
OF
80ILDII
10001
10002
10003
10004
10005
10006
10007
10009
10010
10011
DYERflBURG STATE CCMIORITT COLLEGE
OHIO STATE OFIVERSITT MODEL
AGE
OF
BUILDING
REPLACEMENT
COST
ARXUAL
COST PER 
REPLACEMENT 
DOLLAR
GROSS 
SQUARE FEET 
PER 
BUILDING
PRICE
PER
SQUARE
FOOT
23 • 1,970,960 0.02156 24,632 1.72
23 3,667,660 0.02136 45,646 1.72
23 669,364 0.02136 10,602 1.77
23 1,054,910 0.02296 12,406 1.95
23 2,094,060 0.02061 34,901 1.25
23 323,200 0.02144 6,464 1.07
23 64,460 0.02212 1,096 1.77
23 336,000 0.02212 4,200 1.77
23 100,000 0.02726 2,000 1.36
23 99.640 0.02633 2.27
110.399.614 143.355
JACKSON STATS COHHOHITT COLLEGE 
OHIO STATS UNIVERSITY HQDEL
KUHBER
OF
BUILDING
AGS
OF
BOILDIRO
REPLACEMENT
COST
ANNUAL 
COST PER 
REPLACEMENT 
DOLLAR
GROSS 
SQUARE FEET 
PER 
BUILDING
PRICE
PER
SQUARE
FOOT
ANNUAL
RENEWAL
COST
A0001 29 • 1,514,600 0.02156 10,935 1,72 • 32,568
A0002 22 2,075,105 0.02296 24,413 1.95 47,605
A0003 25 6,732,960 0,02156 04,162 1.72 144,759
A0004 22 2,187,186 0.02156 26,673 1.77 47,211
A0005 25 2,294,BBO 0.02081 38,240 1.25 47,810
A0006 21 675,000 0.02144 13,500 1.07 14,445
A0007 23 2,074,087 0.02835 24,909 2.35 50,724
A0008 23 278.320 0.02156 3.479 1.72 5.904
ti-Lamas 231,399 0399.106
120
HOTLCV STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
OHIO STATS SKIVERS ITT HOOD,
NUMBER
OF
BUILDING
AGS
or
BUILDING
UffUCSIDIT
COST
ANNUAL 
COST PER 
REPLACEMENT 
pnr.Tjq
QBOQn 
SQUARE R R  
PER 
BUILDING
PRICK
PER
SQUADS
FOOT
ANNUAL
RENEWAL
COST
10001 23 t 939,440 0.02136 11,743 1.72 t 20,198
10002 23 1,708,142 0,02136 20,831 1.77 36,871
10003 23 4,903,320 0.02835 56,294 2.27 127,787
10004 1 154,360 0,02081 1,932 1.66 3,207
1000S 23 2,413,620 0,02296 40,227 1.38 55,513
10007 23 1,394,423 0.02156 16,405 1.63 30,021
1000S 23 511,030 0,02144 10,221 1.07 10,936
10009 23 27,300 0.02144 546 1.07 5B4
10010 23 229,768 0.02212 5,222 0.97 5,065
10011 2 33,000 0.02726 700 1.36 952
10012 6 1,898,320 0.02156 23,729 1.72 40,814
10013 4 1,112,000 0.02156 13.900 1.72 23.908
114,927 tliS 201.730 8355.B56
EA5HVILLK STATS TSCHEICAL IEBTITPTE
OHIO STATE 0RIVKB8ITT HODEL
AHEOAL GROGS PRICE
SOMBER AGS COST PER SQUARE nST PER AKKOAL
or or AEFLACEMKET REPLACEMEIT PER BQOAHE REEERAL
BOILDIRO BOILDIRO COST DOLLAR BOILDIRO FOOT COST
1000A 22 • 4,615,600 0.02136 57,695 1.72 • 99,233
1000B 22 299,600 0.02156 3,745 1.72 6,441
1000C 12 4,391,200 0.02335 61,141 2.27 133,790
1000D 22 1,071,200 0.02156 13,390 1.72 23,031
1000E IS 636,300 0.02833 17,726 1.42 25,171
1000L 4 3,436,272 0.02156 66,296 1.77 117,344
1000H 22 3.91S.S20 0.02335 .43.944 2.27 99.753
263,931 1309.763
122
NORTHEAST STATE TECHNICAL COMWNITT COLLEGE
OHIO STATE UmVERSITT HOOEL
ANNUAL gross FSICK
NUMBER
OF
BUILDING
AGE
OF
BUILDING
REPLACEMENT
COM
COM PER 
REPLACEMENT 
DOLLAR
SQUARE FEET 
PER
BUILDING
PER
SQUIRE
FOOT
ANNUAL
BWnrmiT.
COST
A0169 27 A 743r040 0.02196 9,286 1.72 « 19,979
A2069 27 924(392 0.02639 B,193 1.81 14,829
A3069 27 636,944 0.02B39 9,946 1.81 16,002
B1071 21 1,293,200 0.02839 16,169 2.27 36,699
B2071 21 117,246 0.02839 1,832 1.61 3,316
C1079 17 1,122,460 0.02196 14,031 1.72 24,133
C2079 17 966,144 0.02639 19,096 1.81 27,324
D10B2 10 400,000 0.02144 6,000 1,07 8,960
D20B2 10 660,000 0.02196 6,900 1.72 14,620
JP783 9 2,473,760 0.02196 30,922 1.72 93,186
BABBS 7 671,260 0.02196 8,391 1.72 14,433
D3092 1 1,192,000 0.02296 14,900 1.84 27,416
F1092 1 1,974,320 0.02196 24,679 1,72 42,448
FP192 1 290,680 0.02144 3,136 1.72 9,394
W0001 30 120,000 0.02196 4,631 0.94 2,609
H0002 30 29,000 0.0283S 966 0.73 709
B0100 2 126,720 0.02196 1,984 1.72 2,724
E0200 2 126,720 0.02196 1,964 1.72 2,724
E0300 2 126.720 0.02196 1.964 1.72 ... 2.724
163.626 >317.817
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PELLIBBIPPI BTATB TECHNICAL CGWSINm
OHIO STATS UNIVERSITY HOOSL
ABNOAL GROSS PRICE
HUMBER AGS COOT PER SQUARE FEET PER ANNUAL
OF or KSPLACSHSNT REPLACEMENT PER SQUARE RENENAL
BOILDIMQ BUILDING COOT DOLLAR BUILDING FOOT COST
100D3 19 4 3,641,600 0.02156 45,520 1.72 • 78,294
2010P 6 7,494,720 0.02156 93,184 1.72 160,276
20Z0P 6 9,976,960 0.02156 119,707 1.72 205,896
2030P 6 2,000,000 0.02144 17,617 2.43 42,809
2040P 6 3,430,400 0.02156 42,880 1.72 73,754
20S0P 2 311,460 0.02296 5,191 1.38 7,164
2D33P 2 1,468,800 0.020B1 24.4B0 1.29 30,600
30Q0H 40 2.515,200 0.02196 .n.ufi 1.72 54.07?
I2flJ9B,740 380.019 W L m
OF
BDZLDII
10000
11000
12000
13000
14000
13000
16000
17000
20000
30000
31000
32000
33000
34000
33000
40000
30000
60000
70000
80000
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ROMS BUTE OOHHUBITt OOTJJQE
OHIO STATS UNIVERSITY MODEL
AOS
OF
BUILDING
BEPLACEHENT
GOST
ANNUAL 
COST PER 
BEPLACEHENT 
iwuiB
GBD6B 
SQUARE FEET 
PER 
BUILDING
PRICE
PER
BQDARE
FOOT
AREUAL
RENEWAL
COST
19 8 1,662,960 0,02156 20,787 1.72 » 35,754
14 3,232,400 0.02833 40,405 2.27 91,719
13 1,288,228 0.02144 13,598 2.03 27,604
12 2,639,388 0.02136 32,434 1.77 37,408
9 3,000 0.02726 1,440 0.06 86
34 133,000 0.02726 6,380 0.65 4,147
32 113,200 0.02726 4,BOO 0.63 3,120
9 6,000 0.02144 1,600 0.08 128
19 6,262,240 0.02136 78,278 1.72 134,638
19 2,712,600 0.02081 43,210 1.23 36,313
3 13,000 0.02726 4,960 0.07 347
3 13,000 0.02726 4,960 0.07 347
3 13,000 0.02726 4,960 0.07 347
3 13,000 0.02726 4,960 0.07 347
2 3,881,120 0.02726 73,314 2.18 160,261
10 28,167 0.02081 526 1.11 384
33 188,991 0.02136 3,733 1.09 4,071
9 11,939 0,02136 720 0.36 259
9 4,871 0.02726 405 0.33 134
9 4,871 0.02726 403 0.33 134
I24J6LJL93 344.077 >377.948
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SHELBY STATE OOHWJIflTY COLLEGE 
OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY hooel
BGKBER
or
BUILDING
AGE
or
BUILDINO
REPLACEMENT
COST
ANNUAL 
COST PER 
REPLACEMENT 
DOLLAR
GBPBB 
SQUARE BEET 
PER 
BUILDING
PRICE
PER
SQUARE
roar
ANNUAL
RENEWAL
COST
10001 15 • 4,033,600 0.02156 60,420 1.72 •103,922
20001 17 150,000 0.02212 3,000 1.11 3,330
30001 14 10,743,520 0.02535 234,294 2.27 531,847
40001 14 1,000,320 0.02035 12,504 2.27 20,304
50001 14 1,392,100 0.02144 27.B42 1.07 29,791
60001 13 2,452,320 0.02507 30,654 2.07 63,454
70001 20 1,776,000 0.02156 22,210 1.72 30,201
00001 20 605.000 0.02001 11.430 1.25 14.200
>31,034.460 402.354 *a».2i7
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VQLUKTEEH STATS OOMBIXTT COLLEGE 
OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY MODEL
XOMBER
of
BOILDIXG
AGE
OF
BUILDING
REPLACEMENT
COST
ANNUAL 
COST FES 
REFLACEWnT 
DOLLAR
GROSS 
SflOARS FEET 
FES
BUILDING
PRICE
PER
SQUARE
FOOT
ANNUAL
SEREHAL
COST
VIOIO 11 « 2,406,300 0.02144 3,673 9.10 1 51,624
Villi 21 4,093,040 0.02136 31,163 1.72 80,000
V2222 21 3,23G,0BS 0.02296 61,601 1.99 120,122
V3333 21 2,271,710 0.02B35 27,370 2.39 64,320
V4444 21 3,083,340 0.02001 91,309 1.29 64,236
V3553 17 2,136,880 0.02156 26,711 1.72 43,943
V6666 14 2B9.700 0.02033 0,914 0.96 8,173
V7777 14 1,732,360 0.02035 21,697 2.27 49,161
V88BB 14 49,2B0 0.02726 616 2.IB 1,343
V9999 13 126,650 0.02B33 1.525 2,33 3.306
121,427.393 236.220
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WALTERS STATE OGHKEFHITT COLLEGE
OHIO STATS DnVSRSZTT HOOEL
AAWTJAL (SUBS PRICE
SOMBER AGS COST PER BQOAR1 IEST PER ASSUAL
or or RSPLAcnaorr rxplacsheit per bouse mumt.
BOILDIMG BOXLDISa COST OOCLAS BOILDIRO FOOT COST
10001 21 *11,073,360 0.02296 140,442 1.84 •273,133
10002 22 390,314 0.02196 6,327 1.29 0,420
10003 21 100,397 0.02136 1,016 1.29 2,343
10004 20 06,112 0.02726 1,440 1.63 2,347
10006 17 3,203,760 0.02039 66,047 2.27 149,927
10007 IS 147,790 0.02726 4,204 0.94 4,027
10000 13 2,192,400 0.02B39 27,406 2.27 62,212
10009 14 92,260 0,02001 871 1.23 1,089
10010 14 24,105 0.02726 701 0.94 699
10011 12 3,146,201 0.02136 37,907 1.79 67,034
10012 13 400,000 0.02144 8,000 1.07 0,960
10013 11 190,000 0.02726 3,000 1.36 4,000
10014 12 40,320 0.02001 672 1.23 040
1001S 12 30,700 0.020S1 913 1.29 641
10016 12 30,700 0.02001 913 1.23 641
10017 7 40,000 0.02001 000 1.29 1,000
10010 7 40,000 0.02001 000 1.23 1,000
10019 4 3,192 0.02001 336 0.32 108
10020 3 29.433 0.02033 2,700 0.27 729
624.083,874 312,773 *589.610
APPENDIX E 
BAREITHER-FULLER/KENTUCKY MODEL
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CHATTAEOOGA STATS TECHNICAL GOMIUEXTY COLLEGE 
BARSlTHSH-rPLLER/KRATPCXT MODEL
TYPE
OP
SPACE
ASSIGNABLE
SQOARB
FEET MULTIPLIER
GROSS SQUARE 
FEET
COST PER 
CROSS SQDA1 
FOOT
CLASSROOM 30,846 1.90 50,269 60.10
LABORATORY 103,318 1.64 169,770 66.83
OFFICE 30,846 1.70 86,43B 60.11
LIBRARY 11,220 1.70 19,074 60.11
SOPPORT 12,695 1.20 13,234 39.69
SPECIAL DEE 33,298 1.80 99,936 64.97
HEALTH CARE 173 1,70 298 93.38
RESIDENTIAL 3,174 1.70 5,396 60.11
OEHERAL DEE 26,374 1.90 30,111 71.28
UHASS1GHED ...0 1.70 60.11
UHADJUBTED
CONBTFDCTIOB
COST
I 3,901,967 
11,349,729 
9,199,780 
1,146,930 
040,301 
3,070,060 
27,007 
324,394 
3,971,912 
 &
200,146 464.926 929,032.624
ADJUSTED COSBTHOCTIOE COOT
AH1TOAL RENEWAL COST
•30,901,120 
S 341,030
CLEVELAND STATE COKHUEITY COLLEGE
HARKITKER-POIJjm/RDtTDCICY HOOEL
TYPE
OF
SPACE
ASSIGNABLE
SQUARE
FEET MULTIPLIER
GROSS SQUARE 
FEET
COST PER 
GROSS SQUARE 
FOOT
UIADJUSTED
OOSSTBOCTIOS
COST
CLASSROOM 26,899 1.50 40,283 60.10 * 2,421,008
LABORATORY 64,238 1.64 105,350 66.83 7,040,541
OFFICE 39,021 1.70 66,336 60.11 3,987,457
LIBRARY 15,479 1.70 26,308 60.11 1,381,374
SUPPORT 14,432 1.20 17,318 55.69 964,439
SPECIAL USE 25,485 i.eo 45,873 64.37 2,962,020
HEALTH CARE 0 1.70 0 93.58 0
REBIDEHTIAL 5,205 1.70 8,850 60.11 531,974
GENERAL USE 29,726 1.90 56,479 71,28 4,025,823
01IASSIGHED 0 1.70 0 60.11 0
220,438 366.797 *23,514,636
ADJUSTED COKBTRDCTXOS COST *40,121,228
AHWUAL REKEUAL COST * 288,812
132
COLOMBIA STATS COMMUNITY COLLEGE
BAREITHEH-FULLER /KENTUCET MODEL
TYPE
or
SPACE
ASSIGNABLE
SQUARE
FEET MULTIPLIER
GROSS SQUARE 
FEET
cost per
GROSS BQDARE 
POOS
UNADJUSTED
OOSSTRDCTIOE
COST
CLASSROOM 16,928 1.50 25,392 60.10 S 1,526,039
LABORATORY 26,466 1.64 43,437 66.83 2,902,695
OFFICE 27,197 1.70 46,167 60.11 2,775,098
LIBRARY 17,326 1.70 29,454 60.11 1,770,480
SUPPORT 13,931 1.20 16,717 55.69 930,970
SPECIAL USE 35,663 l.ao 64,193 64.57 4,144,942
HEALTH CARE 1,054 1.70 1,792 93.99 167,695
RESIDENTIAL 7,172 1.70 12,192 60.11 732,861
GENERAL USE 21,117 1.90 40,122 71.26 2,859,896
UNASSIGNED 0 1.70 0 60.11 0
188.831 12M55 ii7.8io.B96
ADJUSTED COSSTKUCTIM  COST
ANNUAL RENEWAL COST
130,369,372 
* 203,609
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DYERSBURG BUTE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
BARERHBR-FULLER/RERTUOCY MODEL
TYPE
OF
SPACE
ASSIGNABLE
8Q0ARS
FEET MULTIPLIER
GROSS SQUARE 
FEET
OUST PER 
GROSS 8QDA] 
FOOT
CLASSROOM 10,619 l.SO 13,929 60.10
LABORATORY 16,942 1.64 31,063 66.83
OFFICE 20,221 1.70 34,376 60.11
LIBRARY 7,731 1.70 13,177 60.11
SUPPORT 7,126 1.20 B,951 33.69
SPECIAL USE 22,101 1.60 39,782 64.37
HEALTH CARE 70 1.70 119 93.38
RESIDENTIAL 4,730 1.70 8,041 60.11
GENERAL UBE 8,147 1.90 15,479 71.28
UNASSIGNED 0 1.70 0 60.11
UNADJUSTED
construction
COST
957,333 
2,076,074 
2,066,341 
792,069 
476,206 
2,366,724 
11,136 
463,343 
1,103,343 
 2
99,707 166.519
ADJUSTED CONSTRUCTION COST
ANNUAL RENEWAL C06T
917,974,332 
4 120,426
134
JACKBOH BUTE COHMmnTT COLLEGE 
BAREIYHER-PULLER/KERTOCRY HGOZL
TIFE
OF
SPACE
ASSIGNABLE
SQUARE
FEET MULTIPLIER
GROSS SQUARE 
FEET
COST R R  
GROSS SQOatRE 
FOOT
CLASSROOM 19,877 1,50 29,616 60.10
LABORATORY 28,644 1.64 47,304 66.63
OFFICE 33,029 1.70 56,149 60,11
LIBRARY 17,733 1.70 30,146 60,11
BUPPORT 13,400 1.20 18,460 55.69
SPECIAL USE 18,370 1.80 33,066 64.37
HEALTH CARS 0 1.70 0 93, SB
RESIDENTIAL 3,156 1.70 5,365 60.11
GENERAL USE 23,109 1.90 43,907 71.28
UNASSIGNED 0 1.70 0 60.11
159,51B 264.233
UIADJDSTED
COSSTRDCTIOM
COST
• 1,791,942 
3,161,326 
3,375,116 
1,612,076 
1,029,151 
2,135,072 
0
322,490 
3,129,691 
________ fl
616.756,664
ADJUSTED CONSTRUCTION COST
AINDAL RENEWAL COST
•28,590,957 
6 191,559
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MOTLOU STATE COMMUNITY COLLAGE
BAREITHER-FULLER/KERTDCXY HCOEL
TYPE
OF
SPACE
ASSIGNABLE
SQUARE
FEET MULTIPLIER
GROSS SQUARE 
FEET
COST PER 
GROSS BQUA1 
FOOT
CLASS ROOtl 21,167 1.50 31,751 60.10
LABORATORY 22,742 1.64 37,297 66.93
OFFICE 24,174 1.70 41,096 60.11
LIBRARY 12,367 1.70 21,024 60.11
SUPPORT 9,991 1.20 11,977 95.69
SPECIAL USE 19,011 l.SO 34,220 64.97
HEALTH CARE 366 1.70 622 93.99
RESIDENTIAL 5,222 1.70 9,977 60.11
GENERAL USE 19,237 1.90 36,950 71.29
UH ASSIGNED .. 0 1.70 0 60.11
134.267 223.414
UNADJUSTED
COSSTRDCTIOM
COST
* 1,908,235 
2,492,959 
2,470,281 
1,263,793 
666,999 
2,209,999 
99,207 
933,596 
2,609,284 
 &
tH.gffMH
ADJUSTED COSSTRDCTIOM COST
ANHUAL nareVAL COST
124,242,977 
I 162,427
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NASHVILLE STATE TECHNICAL INSTITUTE 
BARKITKER-FULLER/KEllTDCrT MODEL
TYPE
OF
SPACE
ASSIGNABLE
SQUARE
FEET MULTIPLIER
CROSS SQUARE 
FEET
COST PER 
GROSS BQOAJ 
FOOT
CLASBROOH 28,112 1.90 42,166 60.10
LABORATORY 60,104 1.64 96,702 66. S3
OFFICE 38,901 1.70 66,132 60.11
LIBRARY 20,372 1.70 34,632 60.11
SUPPORT 14,046 1.20 16,899 99.69
SPECIAL USE 0 1.80 0 64.97
HEALTH CARE 0 1.70 0 93.98
RESIDENTIAL 0 1.70 0 60.11
GENERAL OSE 16,769 1.90 39,699 71.28
OHASSIGNED g 1.70 0 60.11
UNADJUSTED
C0H8TRDCTI0S
COOT
2,934,297
6,996,293
3,979,199
2,061,730
938,699
0
0
0
2,944,629 
 0
160.404 294.166 IHLS30J97
ADJUSTED CONSTRUCTION COST
AEHDAL RENEWAL COST
931,896,467 
9 213,436
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NORTHEAST STATU TECHNICAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE
BARE1THER-FULLER/KENTUCKY HOOEL
TYPE
OF
SPACE
ASSIGNABLE
SQUARE
FEET MULTIPLIER
GROSS BQUARB 
FEET
COST PER 
GROSS 8QUA1 
FOOT
CLASSROOM 27,479 1.90 41,213 60.10
LABORATORY 33,679 1.64 SB,514 66.83
OFFICE 27,712 1.70 47,110 60.11
LIBRARY 8,184 1,70 13,913 60.11
SUPPORT 6,904 1,20 8,283 53.69
SPECIAL USE 1,349 1.80 2,428 64.97
GENERAL USE 13.35B 1.90 23,760 71.2B
UN ASSIGNED 0 1.70 0 60.11
UNADJUSTED
CONSTRUCTION
COST
120.661 197.323
I 2,476,901 
3,910,491 
2,831,782 
836,310 
461,392 
186,776 
1,836,173 
 2
ADJUSTED OOWBTBPCTIOW COST 
ANNUAL REXEVAL COST
821,344,939 
6 143,009
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PILLIflSIPPI STATS TKCHXICAL CCHHUHITY COLLKGB
BARHITKKR-FULLHR/KEHTUCKY HOOEL
TYPE
or
SPACE
ASSIGXADLE
SQUARE
FEET MULTIPLIER
GROSS SQUARE 
FEET
COST PER 
GROSS SQUARE 
FOOT
uxadjubted
COMBTHOCTIOS
COST
CLASSROOM 39,092 1.30 58,63B 60.10 • 3,324,144
LABORATORY 69,023 1.64 113,198 66.83 7,363,022
OFFICE 40,526 1.70 62,494 60.11 4,958,714
LIBRARY 16,266 1.70 27,652 60.11 1,662,162
SUPPORT 11,788 1.20 14,146 55.69 787,791
SPECIAL USE 33,431 1.80 60,176 64.57 3,885,564
HEALTH CARE 0 1.70 0 93.38 0
RESIDENTIAL 0 1.70 0 60.11 0
GENERAL USE 18,693 1.90 35,317 71.28 2,531,652
UNASSIGHED 0 1.70 0 60.11 0
236.619 391.621 624.915.049
ADJUSTED CONBTRUCTIOH COST *42,510,645
AKKUAL RKKEVAL COST * 204,821
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RDAHK STATE OOHHUNIYY COLLEGE
BARBITHKR-FULLEH/KHNTDCKY HOOEL
TYPE
OF
SPACE
ASSIGNABLE
SQUARE
FEET MULTIPLIER
GROSS SQUARE 
FEET
COST PER 
GROSS SQUARE 
FOOT
UNADJUSTED
CONSTRUCTION
COST
CLASSROOH 14,710 1.90 22,069 60.10 • 1,326,107
LABORATORY 31,877 1.64 92,278 66.83 3,493,739
OFFICE 35,770 1.70 60,809 60.11 3,655,229
LIBRARY 14,978 1.70 25,463 60.11 l,930,5Bi
BUPPORT 27,227 1.20 32,672 59.69 1,819,504
SPECIAL USE 48,468 1.80 87,242 64.97 5,633,216
HEALTH CARE 472 1.70 802 93.58 75,051
RESIDENTIAL 3,362 1.70 5,715 60.11 343,929
GENERAL USE 49,619 1.90 86,676 71.28 6,178,265
OHASSIGNED -.29.423 1.70 50.099 60.11 3.011.451
291.993 423.821 >27.066.672
ADJUSTED CONSTRUCTION COST
ANNUAL RENEWAL COST
•46,181,799 
I 909,418
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SHELBY STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
BAREITHKR-FULLER/AEHTUOAI MODEL
TYPE ASSIGNABLE
OF SQUARE
SPACE FEET MULTIPLIER
CLASSROOK 30,041 1.50
LABORATORY 75,885 1.64
OFFICE 52,198 1.70
LIBRARY 9,342 1.70
SUPPORT 19,260 1.20
SPECIAL USE 32,169 1.80
HEALTH CARE 55 1.70
RESIDENTIAL 2,700 1.70
GENERAL USE 24,575 1.90
OHABSIGNED ___ Q 1.70
246.225
COST PER UWUU08TED
GROSS SQUARE GROSS SQUARE CORSTROCTIOE
FEET FOOT COST
45,062 60.10 I 2,708,226
124,451 66.83 8,317,060
SB,737 60.11 5,333,981
15,881 60,11 954,607
23,112 55.69 1,287,107
57,904 64.57 3,738,861
94 93.58 8,797
4,590 60.11 275,905
46,693 71.28 3,328,277
 £> 60.11  a
625,952,821
ADJUSTED COESTRDCTiat COST
MUTUAL REMEWAL COST
644,281,317 
6 296,685
141
STATE TECHNICAL INSTITUTE - MEMPHIS 
BAREITHER-FULLER/KENIUCXY MODEL
TYPE ASSIGNABLE
07 SgPABK
SPACE FEET MULTIPLIER
CLASBROCH 36,905 1.30
LABORATORY 64,603 1,64
OFFICE 64,789 1.70
LIBRARY 12,599 1.70
SUPPORT 32,629 1.20
SPECIAL USE 15,396 1.80
HEALTH CARE 0 1,70
RESIDENTIAL 0 1.70
GENERAL USE 26,826 1.90
UNASSIGNED 0 1.70
283.747
COST PER UNADJUSTED
GROSS SQUARE GROSS SQGARB CCHSTKPCTIOH
FEET FOOT OOGT
35,358 60.10 I 3,327,016
103,949 66.63 7,080,372
110,141 60.11 6,620,976
21,410 60.11 1,287,436
39,133 55.69 2,180,542
27,713 64.57 1,789,428
0 93.58 0
0 60.11 0
50,969 71.28 3,633,070
 a 6o.u  a
11M22 825,918.640
ADJUSTED CONSTRUCTION COST
ANNUAL REREHAL GOST
844,222,996 
6 296,294
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VOLUNTEER STATE CCHHUNITY COLLEGE
BABEITKES-rDLLER/romrcmf MODEL
TYPE
OF
SPACE
ASSIGNABLE
SQUARE
FEET MULTIPLIER
GROSS SQUARE 
FEET
COST PER 
GROSS SQUARE 
FOOT
UNADJUSTED
COST
CLASBROOH 19,768 1.50 29,652 60.10 * 1,782,085
LABORATORY 36,252 1.64 62,733 66.83 4,192,446
OFFICE 32,169 1.70 54,721 60.11 3,289,279
LIBRARY 13,241 1.70 22,510 60.11 1,353,076
SUPPORT 10,765 1.20 12,91B 55.69 719,403
SPECIAL USE 23,750 1.80 42,750 64.57 2,760,367
HEALTH CARE 609 1.70 1,035 93.58 96,855
RESIDENTIAL 0 1.70 0 60.11 0
GENERAL USE 30,687 1.90 58,685 71.28 4,183,067
UHASSIGNED 0 1.70 0 60.11 0
U M i  iSMll <18.376.576
ADJUSTED CONSIHDCTICM COST
ANNUAL RENEWAL COST
*31,354,552 
» 210,075
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WALTERS STATE COMMUNITY COLLECT
BARKITHER-rULLEB/KEjmJCEY MODEL
TYPE
OP
SPACE
ASSIGNABLE
SQUARE
FEET MULTIPLIER
GROSS SQUARE 
FEET
COST PER 
CROSS BQOAJ 
FOOT
CLASSROOM 19,314 1,50 25,971 60.10
LABORATORY 49,593 1.64 51,333 66.S3
OFFICE 37,785 1,70 64,235 60.11
LIBRARY 14,823 1,70 25,199 60.11
SUPPORT 15,716 1.20 1S,B59 55.69
SPECIAL USE 36,559 1,50 65,B06 64.57
HEALTH CARE 1,106 1.70 1,880 93.56
RESIDENTIAL 7,150 1.70 12,206 60.11
GENERAL USE 26,567 1.90 50,477 71.25
UNASSIGNED Q 1.70 0 60.11
UNADJUBTED
CONSTRUCTION
COST
1,741,157 
5,435,454 
3,861,166 
1,514,712 
1,050,255 
4,249,093 
175,930 
733,703 
3,595,001 
 0
SSMH 345.966 *23.3».50<
ADJUSTED CONSTRUCTION COST
ANXUAL RHHEWAL COST
535,150,314 
5 255,607
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